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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction .

The promotion of social integration represents a complex and
dynamic inter-relationship between the many characteristics of the
children, the-integrated class setting, and the transactions that
take place among the children, setting, and program. The present
study proyided theefirst level of analyses of the complex processes
of successful social integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped
children 1M early childhood classes. It was demonstrated in this
study that the levels -of an individual child's social interactions
were related to both the characteristics of the child and the-con-
textual variables of the social and physical setting. Although .
individual attributes or characteristics (i.e., age, developmental
status, gex, and such) may be predictive of children's social
interaction and play behaviors, .the present study provided evidence
to support the influence of contextua] classroom variables upon the
successful integration of' young handicapped children.

Thg major objectives of this investigation were to: (a) describe
and compare the social interaction patternhs of handicapped and non-
handicapped children in integrated early education classes; (b) iden-
tify characteristics of the classrooms and the teachers that were
related to these patterns of social tnteraction; (c) identify child

- characteristics that were related to these patterns of social beha-
viors; and (d) determine if certain program and teacher character-
istics differentially related to the social interactions of young
handicapped and nonhandicapped children. For the purposes of this -
study, social integration in early childhood education and day care
classes was defined as the degree of similarity in the patterns and
+]levels of eight positive social interaction and play behaviors of
selected handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

- ¥

. | Method

Samgié

Fifty-eight early education and day care classrooms in central
Pennsylvania that met the criteria of enrolling both handicapped
and nonhandicapped preschool age children and being willing to
participate provided the sample for this study. Comparison -of the -
characteristics of children in these programs with existing state
and national data indicated they were typical of most Head Start
and day care classrooms. From each classroom, one handicapped child
was Selected randomly and was matched with a nonhandicapped child on

. the basis of sex and chronological age.



/ Measures '

Sgeial interaction variables. Child-child interactions and
/ teacher- chiTd Interactions wWere recorded during thirty minute
observations during free play activities. The trained observer
used a twenty-second rotating time sampling procedure; recording
first the behavior of one child then the behavior of the "match"
child. Hence, fifteen minutes of behavior were recorded for each
child. Notation was made as to the initiator and recipient of
each social interaction, the active or passive nature of the
' behavior and its location. A modified Parten Scale was used to
classify the child's behavior into categories of: 1) engaged with
adults, 2) unoccupied, 3§ onlodker, 4) intent on individual
activity. 5) parallel, 6) associative, and 7) ceoperative play.
Interobserver agreement was maintained at levels above 70% through-
oyt the period of data collection.

A weighting’systen] that incorporated both the -fn(quency of
interactions (active) and level of social play was used to generate
an overall interaction level for each child.

Predictor vari&bles. Three sets of antecedent predictor
variables also were obtained.

Child characteristics: (1) The child's. developmental level
! as assessed by the teacher using the Denver Prescreening Develop-
" mental Questionnaire, (2) social competency as determined by
" teacher ratings, (3) type of handicapping condition, (4) number
of days present in classroom, (5) prior preschool experience,
(6) birth order, (7) age, and (8) sex.

-Teacher characteristics: (1) Perceptions of professional
competency, (2) attitudes towards mainstreaming, (3) training, and
(4) prior experience teaching handicapped children.

\ Program characteristics: +(1) Number of play areas, (2) number
of barriers dividing,play areas, (3) number of play units (simple,
_..complex, myitiplex, abd super), (4) number of children present,
(// (5) handicapped to nonhandicapped child ratio, and (6) teacher
to child ratio. )

Results

The results provided information in five areas related to
the objective of this study. First, the results of this study
demonstrated that handicapped children enrolled in developmentally
integrated early education classes were socially, as well as phy- -
sically, integrated with their nonhandicapped peers. Although
tze handicapped children observed were not isolated or rejected
the classes observed, the data comparing their social behaviors
to those of -their nonhandicapped counterparts indicated that
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handicapped children had fewer 1nteractio§k§and were less -active
in social encounters than®were their nonhandicapped peers. Both
groups of children: (a) played more often with their nonhandi-
capped classimates than their handfcapped classmates; (b) had
more positive social encounters with their peers than negative
interactions, and (c) sq:nt more of their time either in social
play or engaged with adults, and less of their time being
"unoccupied" or not involved id any activity. - ,

However, handicapped children had fewer active soctal inter-
actions and ‘initiated fewer positive social interactions with
" their classmates~ Secondly, certain antecedent, child charagter-
istics were related to handicapped children's social interactions.
These predigtor variables were teachers' ratings of children's
social competency and developmental levels. Handicapped children
who were rated as more socially and developmentally competent by -
teéachers also exhibited higher levels of social interactions with
their peers and higher average levels of social play, as might
.be expected. L

Di fferences in teacher characteristics were not predictive
of levels of handicapped children's social behavior. However,
teachers' attitudes towards maiW&treaming and teachers' experienge
were related to nonhandicapped children's levels of active social
interactions and average levels of play. ' o

. Certain play materials and.classroom arfangements were
related to handicapped children's levels of social play. - In ,
classrooms with fewer super play units, handicapped target child-
rent had higher levels of active social -interactions with -their

- peers. Haindicapped target children also had higher average levels v

of social play in classrooms with more complex and multiplex play
units and fewer physical barriers. o

Finally, the program characteristics that were related to
the levels of social interactions of nonhandicapped children did
not have the same effects upon the levels of social interactions
of handicapped children. Handicapped children's levels of social
interactions were more highly related to differences in program
characteristics than were the levels of social imteractions of
nonhandicapped.children. - '

A}

Discussion- -

The results of the present study demonstrated that it was
possigle to isolate constellations or sets of antecedent program
charalteristics that have potential for increasing the success’
of social integration within developmentally integrated early
childhood programs. The natural variations of these program
characteristics across the 58 classes were predictive, to a
degree, of differences in handicapped children's levels of
active social interactions and social play. Program characteris-

| -
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tics*are more easily and 1nexpensf§ely modified than are teacher
characteristics or child characteristics. If adaptations in
these physical and social contexts of developmentally integrated
early childhood classes are found to promote or enhance social
integration, either independently or in combination with other
. procedural interventions, environmental intervention strategies
may represent cost-effective alternatives to direct, individual
behavioral strategies. 8 :
. 8 * ~
Although the correlational nature of the relationships
between antecedent characteristiss and transactional child
~.behaviors in this study precludes causal interpretations, the
results did make two significant cintribuﬁions to the current
status of social integration reseafch and early integration
practices. .
y
First, the demonstration of antecedent-transactional relation-
ships has identified three crittically needed areas for future

research. These areas are: :
t

. 1  The demonstration of functional relationships between
manipulations of antecedent program characteristics and changes
- in children's social behavior patterns; \

2. The ekplpration of behavior covariations'among children's
patterns of behaviors; and
- 3. The extended examination of the léng-range.consequencés
of 1ncrea§5ng children's early.social interactions.

Secondly, the antecedent-transactional velationships found
in. the present study offer four tentative recommendations for’
the organization of developmentally dintg¢grated early childhood N
programs: . o .

1.  Teachers should minimize the number of-barriers or
partitiond they use to divide’ the classroom-into blay”areas.
Two alternative ways of creating different play areas are: to
usqhgiffefent colored floor covering such as carpet, rugs, or
tiles, or to use masking tape to outline the play area boundaries.

- These methods, or the of very low partitions, allow ‘the
children to see and. to move easily across the many play areas
of the room. . '

2. Teachers may wish to set up play materials and toys
which can be used by more than one child>at a time during free-  «
play or self-selected activity situations. These are complex
or multiplex play units. These play Wnits also can be created

7



’ . - 5.
by combining materials and toys, such as clay with cookie cutters,
blocks with trugks., and so on. However, teachers probably should
not combine too many materials or create super play units. In

classes with many -such super play units, handicapped children had
lower levels of social interactions. )

Some examples of complex and multiplex play units are pro-’
vided in the following table: ' ‘

o

Complex Play Units ' Multiplex
Teeter Totters Bat and ball - :  Blocks or cars with blocks
Balance beams - Bean bag toss : Sand table with shovels
Recorder players Telephones :  Water table with boats
Puppets ) Lotto games :  Workbench with hammers
Playdough Blocks :  Playdough with rolling pins
Lego sets Flannel boards : Papbr; paints, dnd scissors
D011 house with furniture :  Circus wagons with animals
L}

3. Both handicapped and nonhandicapped children appeared
. to engage in higher levels of social interactions in classrooms
that had more children present. Althqugh-the results of this
study cannot determine what would be-the optimal«number of child-
ren in each classroom, there are indications that programs can
increase their total enrollments within the limits established
by 1icensing requirements and available staff and space.

4. Finally, teachers and program directors can utilize
free-play oreself-selected activities as a time to assess how .
well the handicapped.children are aSsimilated into the social

activities of the classroom. If teachers observé that handicapped'

children are not interacting or playing with their peers as often
as the nonhandicapped children, this is the time they should focus
attention upon increasing the oppontunities handicapped children
have -for secial 12giractions and social play. A teacher can get
an indication of se needs by using the levels of nonhandicapped
children's secfhl behgviors as a gauge to whict™they can compare
the handicapped children's behaviors. Secondly, teachers must .
carefully monitor the behaviors of the adults, as well as the
children in the classrooms. Teachers should pay attention parti-
cularly to how much attention handicapped children receive from
adults. Too. much adult attention tends’ to decrease how often
young children play together. The teachers, aides, and volunteets
shoyld use théir tjme during the free-play or self-selected
activities to observe and to encourage children to play’ together
rather than directly participating in the children's activities

or engaging them in long conversations or social encounters.

-

“



Summar.

The present research effort! indicated the possibilities
of isolating the characteristics and conditions of early child-
hood education and day care classes to increase the potential
_success of early integratidn efforts. The data also suggested
tha, although handicapped children currently enrolled in 58
early childhood classes are not__ ally isolated or rejected,
there are quantitative differencds in their levels of sogial
behaviors that differentiate them from their nonhandicappkd
classmates. Areas of future research and field-initiated
evaluations of environmental strategies to increase young handi-
capped children's levels of social behaviors were presented.
In addition, four teaiat1ve suggestions for the cautious appli-

cation of these enwi ogpental strategies were provided.

7
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CHAPTER 1 oo

INTRODUCTION |
o l ¥ ) + '
Need for Proposed Research

There are two long-range objectives for increasing the social
interaction among héndicapped chj%ﬁren;hnonhandicappedwc£ildren, and
teachers within integrated early childhooé educafion gsettinga. ‘The ‘
first goal is the prevention of secondary or additioﬁal educational,
social, an& emotional_disabilitiea that result from stigmatizing,

rejecting, agd fbolating handicapped childxen (Bijou, <1966; Hobbs, 1975;

VWOlfensberger, 1972) . The second goal is the preparation of the

~ handicapped child for future placements in the regular classrooms in

public scﬁools (Ha&den, 1974; Klein & Rapdolph, 1974) and, eventually,
communiéy social life (Hayden, 1974; Wolfensberger, 1972).

The achievement of these goals is dependent upon the ability of
the integrated early education programs to prOmote'ﬁnd maintain positive
sogcial interaction among the children and teachers in the integrated
getting. if these settings should fail to achieve the roial 1ntegfation,
as well aa_physical integration, of Landicapped(fhildren, it 1g possible
that integrated early education settings may have detrimental effects
upon botﬁ handicapped and nonhandigapped children. v

_Thé little information available-on prehchool mainstreaming efforts
has shown that merely bringin; handicapggd and n;nhand;papp;h.children
tbgeéher in the same classroom will not automatically achieve the social
goais of integration (Cooke, Apolloni, & Cooke, 1977; Devonney,
Guralnick, & Rubin, 1974; Ensher, Blatt, & Winschel, 1977; Karnes, Lee,

& Yoshioka-Maxwell, 1978; Ray, 1975; Snyder, Apolloni, & Cooke, 1977).

T L
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It is8, therefore, necessary to identify the critical factors and

! _ conditifiigjhat will p;oﬁote compléte social integtation Qf preschool
v . handicapped children.
-\. . Y y / Ps ' . '//.

The need for this information is intengified by recent social and
legtslative presaurés to mains;ream young handicapped,children.into
preschool progrmmé (e.g. > P.L. 92-424 Economic Opportunity Act Amend—
ments, 1972 P.L. 94-142 The Education of Handicapped Children Act, )
1977) and 1is particularly critical in rural areas where children with
'handicapping cOnditions are widely dispersed specialists ape rare, and
maingtreaming is likely to be the most cost- effective method for meeting
the legal and social imperatives for providingbhanQicapped children

entry into.the educational system in the least restrictive way (Peters,

- Laub, ,Neisworth, Kurtz, & Wilder, 1975). ¥

Rationale for the Stddy

With the éreat variability that exists among developmentally
integrated classrooms and among young children, it is impossible to
identify one variable reéponsible for the success 6r failure of a
mainstreaming effort. The promotion of social integration represents
a complex and dynamic #hterrelationship betweeg lh; maﬁy characteristics
of the children present, the teachers, and the pgogram. Needed is an
effort to provide both an agsessment of the social integration of young
handicapped children in existing, typical early e&ucation settings gnd
) an analysis of those characteristics of the program context that are
\ et
associated with the succegs or failure of such mainsé%eaming efforts.
ln other words, an analysis is réquired of those antecedent conditions

. ~
(preconditions) that may directly or indirectly relate to the successg

g
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or failure of social integration. Such preconditions include variasles

within éhreé cluster groups:

N N iL . Child variables——includipg the child’'s agé, developmental
ln*el, social competency, type of ha;dicapping condition, family
backgréund; prior.kgeacﬁool experience,. and sex.

2. ieacher characteristics--including education and training,
\attitudes towards mainstreaming, and perceived teaching competency.

3. Classroom characteristics--including the number of children
present, the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children, the
adult/child ratio, tge types of materials and equipment present, and
the like. .;

Each cluster of variables (and each variable within each c%uster)
may contribute to the success of social integrhtion. Yet, little 1is
known about the distribution of such variablés within early childhood
education settinés, and the relative contribution each makes-@ the
success of social 1ntégration;

Sucﬁ information is required 1if successggl planning and program
development is to occur.

Further, the three clusters of variables (and the variables within

> clusters) are not all equally 8ubj%ct to intervention. Peters and Willis
(1978), for example, have sugge;ted that it is possible to project a
"Modifiability Index" when moving from theory and research to daily
ea?ly edﬁcaéioﬁ practice. Some research variables may ge predictive
: G of the outcomes of early iitervention without being theﬁéelveg sgbject
& td?manipulation-;nd intervention (e.g., child's sex, child's birth order

or ordinal position in the family, the nature of the child's handicap) .

<
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. subject to‘inta;vention (e.g., the number of children anolled, the

4
Other variables ma& be ao&éwha; lese,pxedictivd, but are mdch moge
numbér of play areas 1§'the classroom,‘énd tﬁe natére of the materials
or equipment availagie in the ea;iy childhoodﬂéhucation setting). It is
clear that, for program planning purposes, there are certain efficiency
considerations that need to incorporate both the relative contribution

of a variable (or set of variables) ‘and the ease and acceptability of

intervention. 1In terms of the three clusters of variables listed above,

the order of ease of intervention {from most to leaét) runs: program,
teacher, and child characterigtics.

In the past, social integration has been evaluated as a uniform
independent variable. That is, research efforts have simply or princi-
pally looked at mainstreaming as the physical "mixing" of handicapped
and nonhandicapped children. -Little effort has gone into identifying
and isolating the relative contributions of child, teacher, and program
as they occur as a qonstellation of conditions; Further, few attempts
have been .nade to look at the nature of the social interactions
(i.e.,in terms ‘of quality and qﬁanti;y) that actually occur in | -
maingtreamed education settings. This study sought to make such an
analysis.

) Fsr purposes of this studx, social %ntegration ig defined as the
degree ;f similkrity in the patterns and levels of eight positive social
1ntéraction and play behaviors of selected handicapped and nonhandicapped
children in 58 early childhood classes.

The following éhdpter presents the review of literature and

1 _
research. Included in this review are the rationale for integration of
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young ﬁaﬁdicaﬁped children and the exémination of the interrelationships
between antecedent characterigtics (i.e., program and child character-
istics) - and cﬁlldéen'a social behaviors in early childhogd classes. .

This review provides the framework from which the select&on of variables

and research methgds for the present investigation were developed.

N IR
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g CHAPTER IIX

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  \

The review of literature is divided fnto four main parts, The
first section discusses the concepi of social integration, a rationale
for initiating these ;fforts in early childhood education programs, and
the goals of theee-mainatreaming efforts. The second section reviews
integration efforts in early childﬁood education settings. Thé)?*ird
section presents A discussion of two aspects of 1nleraction in the
development of all young children. The qecond aspect reviews program
l_factore and child characteristics 1nf1ueﬂcing th¥ frequency and levels
of\social inéeraction in early. childhood education classrooms. The
final section presents a brief discussion of the limitations of the

past evaluations of mainstreaming efforts. This section concludes with

implications for thig study and future ‘research.

Developmental Integration in Educational Settingé!

Social Integration

¢ Wolfensberger (1972) has differentiated two types of integration:
physical and social. Physical integration is the inclusion or physical
presence of handicapped children in the classtoom. Social integration
involves the active social interaction and social acceptance for
handicapped children. Ultimately, social 1ntegration 18 the only’
mq;Jthful form of integration which leads to the attainment of main-
streaming goals (Wolfensberger, 1972, p.48). Although phyeical
1n£egration ig a necessary precondition of social integration, it alone

r

is not sufficient to guarantee soclal integration.

o,
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The phytictl inte&pation\of htndicppped childfen into classrooms
and schools‘has not resuitéd in significant increases in social
intetaction with nonhandicapped peers (Cooke et al., 1977; Devonney
et al., 1974; Ensher et al., 1977; Karnes, Teska, & Hodgins, 1970;
Ray, 1974; Porter, Ransey, T;emblay, tacpobo,-& Crawley, 1978; Snyder .
et ai., 1977), increased soéial status or peer’gcceptance (Baldwin{

1958; Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972; Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973;

Johnso@; 1950),\Qt more favorable teacher's attitudes (Gottlieb, 1975b;

_Shotel Iano, & McGettigan} 1972). The familiarity and—contact with

"h s,
handicapped childreh brought about by physical integration may actually

contrihute to increased peer rejection (Ensher et al., 1977; Goodman
.".\*\ . :

et al., 197‘R Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973) and negative changes in teachers'

attitudes towards maim,treaming (Shotel et al., 1972).

Speculations as to the reasons for the failures to achieve social

v}
integrétion are mumerous and varied. However, the central issues are
I 4

V4 .
clear: (a) What critical. transactions must take place within the

infegrated class or setting that lead to social integration of handi-

;capped chiidren? (b) Are there  characteristics of the settings and the

childrgn that are common to successful integration efforts?

’In a review spanﬁing twenty yegts of research ot the social
acceptance of phyoically.h;ﬁdic;ppeQ»children, Jordaﬁ (1968) identifibd :
four factors critical to the suctess-of gsocial integration. These wert:
(a) the natute of the social contact, Kb)’the gituational context of
the social contact,-(c)hthe contributions of the handicapped children,
and (d) the environment into wtich the handicapped child was physically

: !
integrated.

- ") or
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Jordan concluded that each of the four factors must be consldered
separately and interactively to determine the success an individual
handicapped child will have 1in an integrated setting. The following
sections provide m few illustrations of how each of these factors have
been approached empiricaliy and demonstrated to have an effect on

handicapped children's social interaction.

The nature of the social contact. In general, it has been
hypothehized that pleasant and more rewarding social interactions or
experiences with the handicapped child will increase the handicapped
child's social stétus, acceptance, and‘the number.of positive social
contacts the child receives from peers Aﬁd clagsmates. A series of
studies on the nature of social interactions among normally developing

»
preschool children (Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967; Hartup, 1978; Hartup
& Coates, 1967; Hartup; Glaszer, & Charlesworth, 1567) has demonstrated
the relationships between ﬁhe child's ability to provide reinforcement -
to peers amd the amounts of reinforcement and the social acceptance the
child receiveduin return. Children wﬁo emitteq'more positive reinforce-
: !

ment_during social interacgigns with peérs tended not only to receive

« Jod

more positive reinforcement (usually in the form of continued social

interactions), but. also received higher social status in their classrooms.

t

Conversely, preschool children who emitted more negative reinforcement %

during social interactions with‘their_peers tended to receive more

negative reinforcement and also lower social status in their classrooms.
To date, there have be&n no similar assessments of the preschool

handicapped children's levels of contingent reinforcement to their

,nonhandicapped‘peers during naturally occurring social interactions.

&

’ )
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However, handicapped children's behavioral repertoires were found
deficient in those behaviors most frequently defined as positive
reinforcement (Cooke & Apollohi, 1976; Strain & Timm, 1974).
The reinforcement or pleasant consequences for the sociél contact,

however, need not come directly from the handicapped child. Nonhandi-

AN

capped children's positive social 1nteractions_and contacts with a
handicapped child were increased when systematically reinforced by the
teacher (Strain & Timm, 1974).

Although the effects of positive contact with handicapped children
upon teachers’' behaviors have not been studied directly, the results from
attitudinal research confirm the same relationship. Haraaym1§ agd Horne
(1§75) showed that teachers'-attitudes both toé#rds mainstreaming and
handicapped childéen increased favorablvahen they felt they had
syccesszlly taught a year in an integrated class. On the other hand,
teachers who felt they had been unsuccessful showed significantly more

negative attitudes towards mainstreaming and their own professional

capabilities (Shotel et al., 1972).

The situational context of the social contact. In 'comparidons ‘of

RN

effects of integration in classroom and play group situations, Gottlieb
W

(1975b) and Jordan (1968) concluded that the voluntary, less demanding

constraints of social contact within the context of the informal play

group led to more favorable peer attitudes towards mentally retarded ..

children than did the classroom context. In both studies, an alternative -

explan;tion may be that the traditional elementary school classrooms
of fered fewer opportynities for positive social contacts among the

children than did the play-group context.

(_)- .
“~ \-)
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The contributions of the handicapped child. Various researchers .

have suggested that the handicapped child's social asmeptance and social
interactions are impaired by his 1p5ppr0priate and/or antisocial
behaviors (Baidwin, 1958; Johnson, 1950) or his limited repertoire of
social Behavioﬁs_(Cooke & Apolloni, 1976; Snyder et al., 1977; Strain
& Shores, 1977; Strain & Timm, }974).

in a éorrélatiqnal study of“ihe effects of inappropriate behaviors ‘
on peer sociometric ratings, Bonney and Powell (1953) showed th;t
children's highly visible inappropriate behaviors were negatively
correlated with their social acceptance. Obtrusive inappropriate
behaviors that were not directed at any child were even more detrimental
to social status than were aggressive behaviors. Furthermore, these
1nappropr1a;e behaviors were tolerated even less by peers when the child

was labeled as handicapped (Gottlieb, 1975a).

g

>

Very iittle is known about the behavior patterns of:handicapped
children in integrated early education settings. However, the few *
existing observational studies of preschool clasgrQOms have failed to .
_.find higher tates of aggressive or antisocial . behaviors for handicapped
children (Karnes et al., 1978; Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Porter
et al., 1978i.

In addition to the behavioral contributions, the nature and

severity of the child's handicapping condition may influence his social

contacts. The stimulus properties of the handicapped:child's physical v

appearance, behavior, and patterns of movement may identify the child as

atypical (Gottlieb, 1975a) and act as deterrents to social interaction

L

S U
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(Bijou, 1966; Neisworth, Smith & Jones, 1977). The number of social
contacts and the level of peér acceptance of handicapped children have
been found to decrease as the visibility (Bruininks & Kennedy, 1974;
Force, 1956; Levitt & Cohen, 1976) and the severity‘(Ensher et al.,
1977; Syracusy U:iversity, 1974) of the child's haﬁ&icapping condition

increased.

e e —————

The environmental setting of
exists on the environmental 1nf1gences on social integration. Few
studies have attempted to identify the relatjonships between existing
program or classroom features and the degree of social interaction or
levels of social integration achieved in those settings.

]
The few existing studies have focused mainly upon factors in the

//

social environment—~princ1pa11y; teachers' attitudes. This research
overwhelmingly concludes‘that social integration is dependent upon the
classroom_teacher's positive attitude'towards integration (Ensher et al.,
1977; Haring, Stern,)& Cruikshank, 1958; Syracuse University, 1974;
Wynne, Ulfelder, & Dakof, 1975).

" Only one study has attempted to investigate the impact of the
physical environment upon the success of developmental integration.
This was a study of the effects of physical classroom design on the

[

peer sociometric ratings of handicapped children (Gottlieb & Budoff,

1973). ' b

'Although the mentally retarded children in ap architectyrally,
open-designed school were more frequently known, they were also more
frequently rejeézed by nonhandicapped children than handicapped children

1
integrated into traditionally designed classrooms.

' | 3
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The preceding four sections {llustrate how complex the patterns of
factors might be which’influence the outcome of integration, The
achievement of social integration represents a ;ultidimensional concern,
Within thiabframework; the influences of the characteristics of the
child, the environment, and the social contacts that take place must all

be addressed.

Early Integration Rationale

The current educational, social, and legislative preséures to
implemeht large-scale mainstreaming efforts are based more-upon the
failuré of developmentally segregated programs to demonstrate any
significant educational and/or social advantages than on the strengths
of integrated programs (Deno, 1973; MacMillan, 1971). The 1issue of the
relative mefits of segregated versus integr;ted placements for
hand fcapped children, however, may no longer be a relevant issue in
light of two recent legislative actions. The precedence and priori;y
for integration of haﬁdicapped children in early childhood programs have
been established firmly by P.L. 92-424, The Economic Opportunity Act
Amendments, 1972; and P.L. 94-142, The Education of Handicapped Children
Act, 1977.

Béyond thﬁ legislative %mperatives, developmental integration in
early éhildhood'education classes has been endorsed because thg nature
and charac;eristics of these programs and the children they serve' .allow
‘for th@ accommodation of a wider range of children's individual _
differences than do régular education classes in the public schools.

These program and child characteristics may optimize the potential for

success of integration efforts initiated during the preschool years:
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1. Rarly childhood education programs tend to sgrve more
heterogeneous’ groups of children, in terms of chronological age and
developmental capabilities, than do<public schools (Hayden, 1974;
Wolfensberger, 1972).

2. FEarly education programs tend to have smaller classea and
loyer adult-child ratios than public school classes (Fein & Clarke-
Stewart, 19;3; Hayden, 1974; Wolfensberger, 1972).

3, Early childhood programs place more emphasis on comprehensive
and individualized instruction (Hayden, 1974; Neisworth & Madle, 1975;
Wolfensberger, 1972).

4. Younger children show less discrimination and fewer negative
attitudes towards handicapped children than school»aée children (Levitt
& Cohen, 1976).

5., Early childhood educators place high priority upon positive

A

gocial interaction in the classroom and the development of social g
competencies (Ffin & Clarke-Stewart, 1973; Landreth, Gatdner, Eckhardt,
& Prugh, 1963;.£§%er5}§ Marcus, 1973)._

6. Massi;é iﬁ@grvention efforts to remediate or to prevent the
additional disability are most effective when impleﬁénted before the age

of six years and continued through school age (Bronfenbrenner, 1974;

Caldwell, 1970; Kirk, 1964).

Early Integration Goals

There are two long-range objectives for increasing the social
interaction among handicapped children, nonhandicapped children, and .
teachers in integrated early education settings. The first goal is the

prevention of secondary or additional educational, social, and emotional

[
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disabilities that result from stigmatizing, rejecting, and isolating
handicapped children (Bijou, 1966; Childs, 1975; Wolfensberger, 1972).
The second goal 1s the preparagioﬁ of the handicapped child for future
placements in the regular classrooms in public school (Hayden, 1974;
Klein & Bandolph,-1974) and, eventdally, community social life (flayden,
1974; WOlfgnsberger, 1?72). Tﬂé/achievement of these goais is dependent
upon the ability of the integrated early edutation programs to promote
and maintain social integration among the children and teachers in the
integrated setting. -If.theee seté&ngs should fail to gchieve the social
integration, as well as physical integration, of Handicapped children,
it 1is possible that integrated early education settings may have
detrimental effects upon both handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

In a review of literature on developmentally integrated early
education programs, three potential social advantages of integrated
settings have been proposed. These were: i

1. Handicapped children may acquire new and-higher levels of
social skills and play behaviors through observation and imitation of
the.age—appropriate behav;ors of their nonhandicapped classmates
(Apolloni & Cooke, 1978; Bricker & Bficker, 1977; Peterson, Peterson,
& Scrivens, 1977). |

2. Handicappg¢d children may acquire higher levels of social
competenCQ\and social -acceptance through social interaction witb

nonhandicapped peers (Devonney et al., 1974; Peterson & Haralick,

1977; Snyder et al., 1977),

‘Y .
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3. Nonhandicapped children and teachers may acquire a broader
understanding and greateracceptance of individual diffierences and
limitations through social interactions with handicapped children.

Listed among the fears and objections to mainstreaming effoiss are
four negative outcomes that potentially could result .from the integration
of handicapped children and nonhandicapped childc;;: These are:'’

” 1. Handicapped children\may be socilally rejectdd or ignored by
their nonhandicapped classmates and teachers (Gottlieb, 1975b; Snyder
et al., 1977; Wynne et al., 19755. o

2. Handicapped children may disrupt the class activitdes with
their 1nappropiiate behavior pétterns (Gottlieb, 1975a).

3. Handicapped chlidren may detract from the educational
programming by placing increased demands upon the teachers' time (Porter
et al., 1978).

4. Nonhandicapped children may acquire inappropriate behaviors
through the observation and imitation of their handicapped classmates
(Cooke et al., 1977; Peterson et al., 1977).

At the present, there exists little clear evidence to suppo¥t or
documtent either the socially beneficial or detrimental outcopes df
attempts to integrate handicapped and nonhandicapped children in early
educational settings. 'However, it 1s clear that research and evaluations
of the 1mpec£ of mainstreaming must focus upon, the proceés and outcomes
of integration. The following section will review the research
iiterature evaluating the impact of mainstreaming upon the teachers and

H
children in integrated early childhood class settings.

o\

I
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Mainstreaming Evaluation in Early Childhood Programs

The practice of mainstreaming--integrating handicapped and
nonhandlcapped children into the same classroom environments--is becoming
increasingly widespread in early ?ducation programs of various kinds
(Wyrine et al., 1975) and public school settings at g\lﬁgrade levels
(Deno, 1973). However, much of the debate surrounding the efficacy of
integration efforts is based still upon the speculation of the
potential outcomes of these practices rather than systema;ic evalQation
or empirical research. Very little is known about the outcomes or
impact of mainstreaming on different children, different a groups, and
different settings. Even 1;88 information is available on the process
variables, the classroom transactions, and inteipersonal interactions
which take place within the integrated classroom (Gottlieb, 1975b).

This review of the research on early education efforts to main-
gtream will be organized around the four factors discussed previously as

—~

influencing the social contacts and acceptanc&”bf handicapped children._

These are: (a) thn\nature of fﬁe social contact, (b) the situational

context of socilal contact, (c) the contributions of the child, and

~

(d) the environmental setting of integration.

Nature of Social Contacts

Clearly, the physical inclusion of handicapped children in an

L4
integrated classroom will not ensure positive social interactions with
/

nonhandicapped children or peer acceptance. There is very little

cross-group interaction between normally developing children and children

'who are identified as mentally retarded (Porter et al., 1978; Ray,

1975), behaviorally disordéred (Allen, Benning, & Drummond, 1972; Strain
/

)
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& Timm, 1974), economically disadvantaged (Karnes et al., 1970), or
developmentally delayed (Devonney et al., 1974; Karnes et al.; 1978).
Only one observational study of social interaction and behaviors of
young children in 1htegrated early education programs has failed to
replicate thislpattern (Peterson & ﬁaralick, 1977).

In a naturalistic study of social interaction and play behaviors

in an 1ntegtateq, experimental preschool, Peterson and Haralick (1977)

did not find that children with handicapping conditions, ranging from
mild.to severe, were rejected more fre&ﬁently or received fewer positive
gocial céntacts than their nonhandicapped peers. \however, even in this
study, nonhandicapped children showed a slight preference for other
nonhandicapped clildren as playmates and engaged in higher levels of
social play when in activities with other nonhandicapped children. The
nonhandicapped children's cooperative play occurred three times more
frequently when at least one/9ther nonhandicapped child was available
as a playmate. When only handicapped children were available as play
partners, nonhéndicapped children engaged in 1goiate play 627 of the
time. The rates of playmate ;;lection and levels of play were not
reported for handicapped'children. T

One possible reason for the discrepancy in Peterson and Haralick's

results, as compared to other studies, may be the difference in the

~

v
ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children in their study and the

studies listed aboveu In this study, the class ratio was 3:1 (i.e., the

result of the reverse mainstreaming of nonhandicapped children into a

‘preschool class for handicapped chileren) as opposed to a 1:1 ratio

Ed

~ . (Devonney et al., 1974; Karnes et ai.: 1978; Ray, '1974). The smaller

.
/‘
g,

ATh
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.
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number of other nonhaﬁdicapped playmates available may have increasea
the probability that the nonhandicapped children would interact with a
handicapped child. This result may question the efficacy of the
practice of integrating a few handicapped thildren into a large group
of nonhandicapped children (Cooke et al., 1977; Guralnick, 1976; Korn,
1974; Northcott, 1970).

Summarizing the studies listed above, it appears that genefally
nonhandicapped preschool children interact primarily with other
nonhandicapped children and only minimally with handicapped children
during free play situations, Handicapped children, however, show no
disggrnable interaction preference for either handicappgd or nonhandi-
capped children (Karnes et al., 1975;'Porter et al., 1978).

In comparisons of the patterps of social and play behaviors of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children, the following conclusions are
_drawn:

1. Ndnhandicapped children showed higher leveis of social play
than handicapped ¢hildren (Devonney et al., 19}4; Peterson & Haralick,
1977) . | o

2. Both handicapped and nonhandicapped children generally showed
low rates of negative social behavior (Porter et al., 1978).

* 3, Handicapped children and nonhandic@pped children showed no
differences in the frequencies of their interactions with the:teacher

(Porter et al., 1978).

Situational Context of Interaction

There have been no direct studies of the contextual variables,

such as child-teacher ratio, class size, or age groupings, that may
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'1nf1uence the social contacts and acceptance of handicapped children
(Guralnick, 1976). Indirect support for the importance of such variables
was indlcated in the previous discussion of the ratio of handicapped
~children to noghandicapped children. There 18 a critical nbed to develop

research in this area (Bricker, 1978; Guralnick, 1976; Wynne et al.,

1975) .

Contributions of the Child

Three contributions of the handicapped child to social interaction
are reviewed. These contributions are the nature of tﬁe child's
handicapping condition, the appropriateness of his/her social behaviors,
and the level of his/her social competency. As the level of severity
or visibility of the child's handicapping condition increased, the
frequency and.positive quality of the child's social contacts decreased
(Bruininks & Kennedy, 1974; Ensher et al., 1977; Force 1956 ; Syracuse
University, 1974). Secondly, as the frequency of the handicapped child's
aggressive or antisocial behavior increased, Eﬁe number of positive
gocial contact; decreased (Baldwin, 1958; Gottlieb, 1975a; Johnson,
(1950). Finally, as the child's level gf social competency decreased,
the number of soq}al contactshdecreased (Devonney et al., 1974; Strain

& Shores, 1977; Strain & Timm, 1974). we T e

Environmental Setting of Integration-

v

The soclal environment. Surveys of early childhood educators

have revealed their attitudes toward mainstreaming of mildly and
. moderatélky impaired children to be generally favorable (Abg;son, 1976;

Clark, 1976; Edsher et al,, 1977; Syracuse University, 1974) . However,
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with the integration of more severely impaired children, teachers'

attitudes and perceptions of their own competencies were less favorable

(Ensher et hl., 1977; Syracuse University, 1974).

In an evaluation of Head Start's efforts to mainstream preschool
classrooms, teachers' positive attitudes toward integration were
significantly correlated to measures of program quaiity as measured by
ratings of educational plans. Teacheggf perceptions of thelr profes-

: sional competeneies with mildly and moderately bhandicapped children were
positively correlated with general indices of integration (i1.e., handi- -
capped children's levelé of 1nteracéione) And attention to the physical
and psychological environment (i.e., ratings of rooﬁ arrangement and
m{fﬁf}als). Teachers who had more favorable attitudes towarq main--

streaming and who felt more confident in their abilities to teach

hgndicapped children tended to report having greater success in soclally |
integrating their classrooms. fhese results coﬁ%irmed the findings of ‘
studies discussed previously in this chapter. (1.e., Harasymiw & Horne,
1975; Shotel et al., 1972).
Finally, the‘social context of ghe peer group in early childhood
classes appeared to affect integration favorably. Younger children"
* showed lqggwdiscriminationkagglfGWer-nggat;fg soc?al contacts towards

eyl

handicapped children than did school-age children (Levitt & Cohen, 1976).

~nS

-

The physical environment, Thafe is currently no research on the

influence of the physical environment of early childhood education
classrooms upon social integration of handicapped children. Although
the physical space and the play materigls and equipmént provided in .the’

classroom have been shown to have significant effect upon the social

%
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behiViors of young nonhandicapped children, this area of research ) ‘P‘
generall{ has been neglected for handicapped childten. The studies of

LA

the effects of the physical environment on éhe social -and play behaviors

s
2 o po of nonhandicapped children will be reviewed in a latér sectiOn of this
ﬂ_i_ chapter, o ) ¥
. e ) - :
. - SN
v Summary._g Evaluation . Y T ’ \\
- In this section the evalua&ions of Mainstreaming efforts in early

3 childhood settihgs were. reviewed. The compI®x patterns of “antecedent
_ | PP :

_program and child characteristics affecting the successful outcomes of
2,

theée mainstreaming efforts reveaied the need for a cledlirer under -
standing of the contextual variables of ihtegrated early childhood
education settings.‘ The studies reviewed have shown repeatedly that the
phvsical inéegration of handicapped preschool children alone is not
sufficient to achievé the goals of integration. Therefore, it is

- necessary to begin identifying critical~variables snd developing

strategies that can be applied by researchers and practitioners to
St

promote social integration in early childhood educhtion classrooms. The

s . achievement of the goals of social integration will dEEEnd upon the -

ability of the early childhodd programs’to increase and maintain the’

positive social interactions among the handicapped children, the

a4

) nonhandicappgg children and the teachers in the classrooms

- . w . o B R N
: B » ¥ - . . o

Social Iﬁteraction in Barly Childhood

* ‘ ‘
Importange JY Early Social pehavior . g 3

v s . ¥

R 'I‘_he previous discus’ion» emphasized the importance of positive
a . : s o

social contacts ‘und interactions for the acceptance and full Integration

k‘? | - . A\
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of handicappgd_children. This section emphasizes the importance of
social interaétion and soclal play to the deveiopment of all young
children. Although various approaches and theories have geen formulated

to study the functional, symbolic, and cognitive aspects of chilgren's

play (Brunner, Jolly, & Sylva, 1976; Fein & Clarke-Stewart, 1973; Rubin,

1977), tR1s discussion will be limited to the social functiong and

{

interpersonal aspects of play behaviori;

Social interaction or 1nterpers§nal b;;aviors are the major means
and context throuéh which children learn social and 1nte£1ectual skills
(Bijou, 1966; Piaget & Inhelder, 1969; Smilansky, 1968; étrain & Timm,
1974) . Through interpersonal social transactions, tﬁf child 1is provided
with relevant discriminative cues and reinforéing:stimuli which shape
his/her behavioral repertoire. If the provision of these Bocial stimuli
are restricted, withheld, or provided for inapprgpriate behaviors, the
child will lgck the opportunities to develop eséential behaviors and
critical skills (Bijou, 1966).  Longitudinal studies of the importance
of early aécial Behaviors have demonstrated that the frequency and
quality of early peer interactions are corrélated positively to levels
of later adult social adjustment (Roff, 1960, 1961; Roff, Sells, &
Golden, 1972). o

The early formation of social relationships and the development of

" gocial skills are'two of the major rationales for early childhood

. . -
education programs. Among the goals of teachers (Landreth et al., 1943;

Read, 1976), day~care operators (Peters, & Marcus, 1973), and parents
X .
(Fein & Clarke-~Stewart, 1973), the social goals for positive social

interaction with teacher and peers received high priority. The
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importance of these goals has led researchers and practitioners in child
development and early childhood education to focus upon the program and
child characteristics which influence the social behaviors of young

‘children.

Factors Influencing Social Behavior

There have been many attempts to 1dentify the factors or conditions
which influence the frequency and levels of childr;n's.aocial behavior
in early education programs. The followjing sgpction reviews the child .
development*and'early childhood education literature on the program
factors and the characteristics of the children that affeck patterns
of social interaction. The program factors included are the teacher, the
'organization 8f the physical space, and play materials and equipment.
The éﬁild‘characteristics included are: age, birth order, dévelopmental

%

level, social competency, and the child's handicapping condition.

Program factors. The classroom teacher is a critical element in

any early childhood education program. The téachgr's 1mp§§t upon social
interaction in the classroom may be through direct actions .(Allen, Hart,
Bue;l; Harris, & Wolf, 1964; Cooke et al., 1957&aﬂartup,-l970; Moore,
1967; Strain & Timm, 1974) or indirect actions such as the arrangement
and managgmenq_of the instructional environment (Bieler, 1976; Prescott,
Jones &f&fitchevsky, 1967; Shure, 1963).

feaghera spend the largest proportion of their available time iy
interaction with children (Foster, 1Q30{ Landreth et al., 1943).
Howev;r, these social interactions are not equally distribute? among the

members of the class (?ostet. 1930; Withall, 1956). Some of the child
{ ' ¢
5 ' 0y

, 4 '

Q \ . .
C . | | . ‘ A '
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characteristics that have been found to be associated with higher rates
of teacher interactiona are: (a) age (i.e., younger children receive
more teacher-initiated interactions), (b) sex (i.e., boys receive more
teacher-initiated interactions, although girls 1n1t1ate; more inter-
actions with the teacher), and (c) inappropriate behavior patterns
(1.e., children displaying more antisocial or disruptive beﬁavior had
higher rates of teacher interactions).

The rates of children's interactions with the teachers have been
demonstrated to have a significant relatienship to beth the child's level
of social interactions with peers (Marshall & McCandless, 1957b; Moore,
1967; Swift, 1964) and social acceptance among peers and tégchars
(Hartup, 1970; Marshall & McCandless, 1957a; Moore, 1967). Preschool
children who were highly dependent upon adults (i.e., as defined as the
number of social interactions initiated towards an adult during free
play) were rated as less popular by teachers and peers and received few
soclial 1ntefactions from peers.

It appears that the behavior of the teacher can have contradictory
effects upon the peer social interaction of children in early education
classes. The teacher can make interactions with children contingent upon
peer interactions and thereby increase or sustain children's social
behaviors with peers. However, excess levels of interactions with the
teacher may work against the children's establishing and maintaining
social interactions and positive status with their peers.

The effects of the teacher on children's social behaviqrs are also

mediated through the arrangement and organization of the .physical
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environment of the classroom (Bieler, 19f6; Prescott et al., 1967;
Twardosz, Cataldo, Rinlef, 1974) .

In a correlational study of the arrangements of physical space in
day care settings, Prescott and her associates (1967) concluded that the.
spatial quality of day care centers was predictive of differences in
teachers' behaviors and children's responses, Spatial quality was
defined as the dégree of organization, degree of complexity, the variety
of equipment, the ;mount to do per child, and the gpecial spatial ér
design problems of the setting. Centers rated hiéh in spatial quality
were characterized ;s having treachers who showed higher amounts of
nonroutine encouragement and less restrictive behavior. Children in
these cénters tended fo be more cooperatiye and less dependent upon the
teacher |

Bieler (1976) studied the 1mpact of the physical environment upon
teacher and child behavior;*by manipulating the organization of the space
and the complexity of play materials. Prosocial environmental conditions
were creatad by. (a) decreasing . the number o£ harriers between play areas,
(b) creating fewer but larger play areas, (c) orienting activities
towards the center of the room, and (d) providing play materials which
were more complex and could be used by more than one child simultaneously.
Although children's frequency of social interactions did noh increase
under fhis prosocial condifibn, the children weré found to maintain
closer.proximify and play in larger groups. Bieler failed to include a
qualitative rating of social play, so the éueation of whether larger

groups of children were indicative of higher levels of social play

(i.e., associative and cooperative play) remains open. In summary, fewer
) :

4,
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partitions and larger play areas may result in increased social
interaction and social play among young children.

stdcc the preschool child spends 50X of his/her time playing or
involved with toya, materials, and equipment (Van ;lstyne, 1932), these
play materials are a major concern and financial investment for early

education programs. The types, amounts, and variety of play materials

influence the frequency andllevels of social behavior (Kritcheveky, . ... .. ... ...

Prescott, & Walling, 1973; Prescott et '12’ 1967; Rubin &'Saibli, 1979).
The studies of the social value of pa;ticular toys and materials
have used various criteria to classify the types of play equipment.
Several scales of social value have behﬁ used. These included: (a) the
number of child;en using thelmateria} at one time (Hulaon,”1930);
(b) the number of children for whom the toy was designed (Quilitch &
.Risley, 1973), (c) tﬁztamount of conversation an& cooperation among the
children uéing the material (Van Alstyne, 1932), (d) the complexity of
play behavior observed while the children used the material (Rubin,
1977), and (e) the number of children who could use thé equipment and the
éapacity of the materials to maintain children's interest (Kritchevsky
et al., 1973; Prescott et al., 1967).
Summarizing the results of these studies and additional research,
it appears th;t:
ff 1. Toys and materials that were designed to be used by two or
moye children increased ;ocial interaction among children (Hulson, 1930;
Murphy, 1937; Quilitch &-Rialey, 1973). |
2. Materials that could be used in more than one way or were

relatively more complex were associated with increases in social
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interaction and social interactions and undesirable behaviors (Johnson,
1935; Rohe & Patterson, 1974).

In summary, thcr; is mounting evidence to cupport'the relation-
ships of the program‘factorp ana the children's social behaviors in early
childhood classes. Increases in levels of peer interactions and social
acceptance of young children may be influenced by such factors as the
teacher's behavior, the classroom arrangement, and the play materials
within the classroom. Previously, these factors have been studied in
isolation and the interactive effects among these program characteristics
and their relationships to characteristics of the children in these

settings have remained unstudied.

Child characteristics. Recently much debate has surfaced among
child development researchers over the nature of child-characteristic

variables such as chronological ;;;, birth order, and developmental
levels (Gewirtz, 1971; Nordquist, 1978; Risley & Baer, 1973). 1In earlier
chi}d development research, the age-correlated changes in the quantity
and quality of children's social interaction were attributed to
maturation (Anderson, 1939; Swift, 1964). However, arguments have been
s;t forth that variables such as age, birth order, nnJ developmental
levels are merely residual variables. Residual v;riablco, unlike causal
variables, represent ". . . an index of occasions and limits for the
process of ehvironmentgl impact on child behavior . . ." (Gewirte, 1971;
p.112). ( |

This investigation will take the latter view of child-character-

istic variables whereby these variables are not responsible for the

cﬁangcl in peer interactions; but rather are indicgtors of types and

¢
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anounts of experiences present in the 3?11d'. natural enviromment.

Since practitioners cannot manipulate child-characteristic variables as
easily as program characteristics, this set of antecedent characteristics
may represent the conditional limitations of intervention programs. ‘Thc
correlational relationships among the child characteristics and levels

of social behaviors ars summarized beléﬁt

Do ® i
\ <

-

The frequency ot.blcr social interactions (Ralph, Thomas, Chess;
& Korn, 1968: Swift, 1964), levels of social play (Parten, 1932; Rubin,

1977), and the numbcr"of other children in the -play groups (Challman,

© 1932) all increase as the child grows older. Accompanying these age-

correlated changes is an increase in the amount of social reinforcement

_the children dispense towards peers (Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967).

Higher rates of social interaction were also found among children with
previous preschool experiences (Ralph et al., 1968) and later birth
order (Swift, 1964).

The characteristics of the child's developmental status, social
competency, and handicapping conditions were discussed in an earlier
lecgion-of this chapter; therefore, these points will only be summarized
here: o "

1. Handicapped children and younger children ﬁay\not have the
social repertoire; or skills necessary to initiate or maintain.high
levels of social interackion (Bijou, 1966; Cooke & Apolloni, 1976;'
Strain & Timm, 1974). -kﬁ;. -

2. The more severe and visible the child's handicapping condition,l

the fewer positive contacts (s)he receives from peerg (Ensher etnfl;,

1977).
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3. Handicapped children show lower levels of social play (1l.e.,
more isolate and parallel play) than nomhandicapped children (Devonney

et al., 1974; Peterson & Haralick, 1977).

L I

Summary

It is evident that social integration of handicapped children in
early childhood education prégrams represents a complex process with
multiple qytcomea. The numerous program factors and child character-
istics which may affect the frequency and levels of social behavior
further magnify the complexity.

Many of the investigators cited throughout this review have treated
integration as a uniform variable for &ll handicapped ch‘l%;en. It is
clear that each child and eacF‘clasaroom represent a unique constellation
of pfogram factors, child characteristics, and u;cial transactions.
Therefore, ev;ry child will experience integration in a unique way.

In the past, research and evaluations of integrated classrooms also
focused only on-thc consequences and outcomes of physical integration. \
The results of these studies, however, have limited generalization to
different children, age groups, handicapped populations, or integrated
settings for two reasons. First, little 1nforma£ion is given about the
characterittica of the handicapped children or the social and physical
environment of the integrated classrooms. fhe independent variables of
children's Handicapping conditions and integrated classreoms*both are
treated as.if they were homogeneous for all chiidréh. Neither handi-
happing condition nér program represent a single variable. ‘Rather, they
represent a multidimensional constellation of antecedeﬁt characteristics.

Sécondly, past research efforts have not fully identified or described

]



o

30
the transactional or process variables in integrated classes. The number
of people, the number of play areas, and the number of different play
materials the child contacts during the course of the program can more
fuliy describe the individual patterns of integration experience,

The preae?t investigation was a.correlational study of the ante-
cedent program and child characteristics and the transactional social
behaviors in early education Flkssrooma. The purposes of this study
were: (a) to describe the néture and patterns of aocial,interaction of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in integrated preschool classes,
and (b) to examine the relationship between antecedent program and child

characteristics and the patterns of 8oclal interaction.

E )
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CHAPTER III

THE PROBLEM

The present investigation was a naturalistic study of the
conditions relafed to social interaction of handicapped and nonhandi-
capped children in 58 developmentally integrated early childhood’
education and day care classrooms. The major objectives of this study
warc to: Ya) describe and compare the social 1nteraction q&?teégs of
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in integrnted classrooms; (b)
identify program and teacher characteristics which were related to these
patterns of social interaction; (c) 1dentify child characteripqics which'

~¥
if certain progr .qnd teacher characteristicq,dtfferentiffﬁi&&elate to

are related to ;hese patterns of soctial 1nteraction; ‘and (d) determine

the social 1nteracti?ns of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

The matrix in Tghle 1 defines and describes the conceptual
Felafionahips betwég:pthe antecedent conditions (1.e.,.1ndependent or
predictor variables) and the transactional child-behavior variables
(1.e., dependent variables) that were und;r investigation,

The specific researég~§uestiona were divided into two groups:
transactional hypotheses and antecedent questions. Transactional
hyiothesea dealt with the descniptibns and comparisons of the patterns
of social 1ngeraction and play behaviors of handicapped and nonhandi-
capped childreh. These transactional hypotﬁeaes were derived from éhe

~ .-

first objective. The antecedent questions were generasﬂh to examine

the}xelationqhip between the antecedent program and child characteristics

" and the measures of transactional child behaviors (i.e., social

( B
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<

d

PVl



Table 1

Relationships Among Independent and Depe;dent Variables

K
Independed‘yvariableg : . Dependent Variables
Teacher Characteristics
Perceptions bf professional competency 4 -
Attitudes towards majingtreaming
- Training and experience teaching
handicapped children
Program Characteristics S Child—Child Interactions

Classroom space and organization ' Total number of interactions with other children
Number of play areas Number of active social interactions*
Number of barriers separating areas Number of passive social interactions

' ] Frequency of interactions initiated*

Classroom materials and equipment Frequency of interactions received*
Number of play units Number of pdbitive interactions with handicapped
Variety of play units . children#

‘ Level of play units " Number of positive interactions with nophandi-
‘ o ’ capped children* *

Social context of classroom ’ Number of positive 1nteractions wich mixed groups
Number of children present of children%
Ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped Number of negative social interactions
Ratio of adults to children Average level of social play*
‘Types of disabilities Number of children in social play groupsk

\
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N g { ‘(l‘able 1 (continued)
» | ‘
- ¥ ' Independent' Variables Dependent V;arj:ables‘
'Child Characteristics’ ) . . Child-Teacher Interactions
«  Revelopmental level ‘ . S ' Number of interactions 1n1t1ated towards teacher
e - " Social competency - . . Number of interactions received from teacher
. Type of handicapping condition-
Number of days present in classrogm
y Prior preschool experience
Number of siblings : _ )
AN Birth oxder. - : | ' : .
“' . Chrondlogival age <« ' : v f
Sex .
. , - b
* ‘ o A o : - ‘ -
. —— . No tg., J* Designates indices of social integration . ..
. - &.
—‘ ., . /
N T )
v TN
. — R . ‘
.- . ] ' - 3

£t



) | , 34

interaction and social play). These antecedent quc-tioﬁ. were derive

frdm the second, third, and‘fdurth objectives listed above.

o~

4

Transactional Hypotheses

8ince, for the purposes of this study, social integration is

Y

defined as no differences in patterns of social behavior between hand

capped and nonhandicapped children, the hypotheses are stated in null

C e

form.

~
", et

‘ . :
Child-child Interactions

Hypothesis 1. There will be no difference between the numbers
fhtervals handicapped children and nonhandicapped children engage in
active aoci&l intéractions with their peers.

Hypothesis 2. There will be no difference between the numbers

intervals handicapped children and npnhandiéapped children spend in

passive social interactions.

Hypothesis 3. Iihere will be no difference between the numbers

intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children
initiate social inter;ctiona with other children.

Hypothesis 4. There will be no difference between the numbers

intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children
| A :
receive social interactions from their peers.

Hypothesis 5. There will be no difference among the numbers of

.

intervals nonhandicapped children interact with handicapped peers,

nonhandicapﬁgd peers, and mixed groups of_handicqpped and
peers.

<
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Hypothesis 6. There will be no difference among tha numbers of

intervals handicapped children interact with handicapped peers,
nonhandicapped peers, and mixed groups of handicapped and nonhandicapped

peers.

.protheaio 7. There will be no difference between the numbers of

intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children have
positive interactions with their peers.

Hypothesis 8. There will be no difference between the numbers of

»
intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children have

negative social interactions with their peers. ' 4

Hypothesis 9. There will be no difference between the handicapped

children's and the nonhandicapped children's levels of social play.

Hypothesis 10. There will be no difference between the sizes

(i.e., numbers of children) of play groups of handicapped children and

of nonhandicapped children.

&
Child-adult Interactions

Hypothesis 11. There will be no difference between the numbers of

intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children
initiate social interactions, with adults.

Hypothesis 12. There will be no dtfference betweén the numbers of

intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children

s

receive social interactions from adults.

{

-~ .
.
b4
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t Antecedent Quegtiodne

Question 1 B ¢

 Are there differences in program characteristics that are : 5

correlated to levels of child social behavior within sarly childhood
settings?

Question 2.

Are there differences in child characteristics that aré covrelated

A

to lqvcla'of child behavior?
Question 3 ‘ - N
Are there differences in program and chiid characteristics |
}redictive of differences in the levels of child behaviors fér handi-
capped and nonhandicapped children? |
Question 4
Are antecedent program, teacher, and child ch&ractéristics
differentially related to the pattefns-of social behaviors of handicapped

and nonhandicapped childxen?

Summary

This chapter presented £he'problem area of the present investi-

o

gation through reéearch objecti@es, hypothéaea, and questions. The 12
transactional hypothgaea were proposed in null form.to compare the
patterns of social interaction and piay_of handicapped and nonhandicapped
_children. The four‘antecedant questions were dé§§10ped to identify and
isolate the contextual contributions 6f program, teacher, andw;hild
characteristics to the social integration of handicapped children in

L}

~ early childhood settings.



37

’

Chapter IV presents the methods and procedures which were used to

teat the hypotheses and to meet the objectives outlined in thia chapter,

‘ 4

Chapters V-VII provide the presentation of fesdlta, the discussion of
the major research findings, and the implications these findings have

for future research and educational application.



_CHAPTER IV ‘.

METHODS
, Overview i

This investigation was an exploratory study of the spontansous
1ovo}. of social interaction and play bohnv;or. of 116 selected
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in 58 integrated early education
and day care élalorooml: The dﬂal purposes of this study were to
identify and to describe the naturally occurring patterns of the
characteristics of the tgnchor,'the classroom, and the children that
are related t; the promotion of sacial interaction. Data were collected
in two forms: The independent variaﬁiea (1.e., antecedent teacher,
classroom, and child characteristics) and dependent variables (i.e.,
transactional child-behaviors). |

Data on antecedent teacher characteristics éonais§ed of teaéhers'
responses to a questionnaire. "Program characteristics dat? were
collected via analysis of the classroom arrangement and play materials,

and reports of class enrollment and attendance records. The antecedent

data on child characteristics were obtained from teachgrs' reports and

~

ratings.

k1

-

Transactional child—gehfvior data were céllected through
observ;tions made during free—plny activities. Thirty-minute observa-
tiona‘of.child beha&;or were made by an observer using a 20—tecondr
rotating time-sampling procedure: The7obaerver';oded and recorded the .
behaviors of two target children' in each classroom.,

The following chapter is divided into four sections. In the first

section, the selection of the sample and descriptions of the classes and

6

I
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children are presented. Section two deacribeﬁ the procedures that were
utilized to q?llect éhe data. In section three the operational
definitions of the independent and dependent variables are presented.

In the final section an overview of the data analyses is provided.

Sample
The. nature of the variables that were the focus of this: study
required that the unit of analysis be the classroom rather than the

individual children. As guch, 58 early childhood education and day care

. “e¢lassrooms were selected from the early childhood programs in central

Pennsylvania to constitute the sample for the sgu&y. Although such a
sample 1is nonrandom, the classes, because of their number’/are 11ke1& to
be representative of the total population of integrated classes in
central Pennsylvanid. *'o the extent that rural, centr?l Peninsylvania is
similar to other areas in the middle eastern states, anddthe northern
portion of the Appalacian region, the results may be generalized to those

-

areas as well. \

Sample Recruitment

With the assistance of: (a) the Office of Mental Retardation,

(b) the Central ! termediate Unit, (c) the Penngylvania Child Care
Consortium, and (E}\{hg Regional He;& Start Offices ofﬁcentre~Clearf;é1dt
Jéfferson»Clarion,.Huntingdon, Blair, and Cambria counties, the
inveatigator was_able to identify a total of 82 clasées which had been

developmentally integrated and were operating in a geographic region of

150-200 mile radius of State College, Pennsylvania,

T

b
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Program coutact. "An initial contact letter was sent LO the

directors of all of the 82 early childhood programs identified. This
1étt§r included: (a) a description of the study and (b) a dcéailed
outline of the procedures to be used in collecting the data. A copy of
the three contact letters and informed consent forﬁs‘for teachers and
children are ‘in Appendix A. Prograﬁuéirectors were asked to express
their interest and willingness to partiqipate by returning a postcard to
the investigator.

The second progra; contact was initiated upon the receip;-of the
card expressing the program's interest in takiné part in the study.
This contact was again with the director. During this contact, the
investigator confirmed or obtained the following information: (a) the
number of integrated classes in the program serving children ages three

to five years, (b) the complete addresses and current telephone numbers

of each classroom, and (c¢) the names and addresses of the head teachers

" of each class. At that time, the investigator also requested‘lhe

director's permission to contact the classroom teachers individually.

.
A

Teacher contact. Conducting the teacher contacts, again either by
phone or by mail, the investigator fulfilled the folYowing sequence of
It

objectives:

1. To answer any questions the teacher may have had about the

study. ’

2. To obtain the teacher's informed consent to participate in the
study.

3, To provide an outline of the information needed/Kgfore or on
the day of the observation. .///

Y
£\
o
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4. To‘obtain a 1ist of the hnndicapped and nonhandioapged
children"in the class.
5. To randomly select the handicapped target child and the matcnid
nonhandicapped target child. | . |
6. To provide the teacher with informed consent releases to be
completed by the parents of the target children prior to the ‘observa-

tions. -

7. To schedule the date and time for the cless observation.

Classes

Class selection was based upon three criteria: (a) each had an
enrollment of both handicapped and nonhandicapped children (roughly ages
3-5 years); (b) each had on—going group services for the children at
least ten hours per week; and (c) each was willing to participate in the
study and was accessib}e for observation.

Of the 82 classes that were.identified and contacted, 58 classes
met all three specified criteria. Twelve classes were not included in
the samp}e oeceuseAthey currently wexe not serving handicapped children.
Seven of the 12 remaining classes, not inciuded in the sample, declined
to participate because the& were involved in a concurrent séatefwide"
evaluation project. Only five classes of the 82 classes contacted either‘

were not interested in parsfcipating or failed to return the postcard

» Y

-

expressing their interest’
" Table 2 presents the distribution of‘handicapping conditions of the

handicapped children enrolled across the 58 classes and the children

“"targeted" for observation. The percentages of children enrolled under

each,clasaification category are .comparable to the distribution of

*
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Table 2
: The Diacrisutiona of Handicapping Conditions
f“ o in Three Gfoupc of ProuchOOI'Childrcn
*Group
) (Percentages)
. Handicapping cé;ditiona Target children ::;ﬁ:.ciiizz; Head Start‘?
(N = 578) (N = 268) (N = 32,621)
Deaf 0.00 0.00 .0'55
Hearing impaired > - 5.30 1.87 - 5.98
Blind ' _ 0.00 6.07 0.33
Visually impaired 1.70 3.78 " 4.40
Speech impaired [ 29.80 42.54 47.96
Physically impaired 14.00 © 0 13.43 B8.21
Mentally retarded 8.80 - 7.08 5.80
Emotionally disturbed 12.30 10.82 - 6.04
. Learning disabled . 3.40 | 1.49  4.48
Heal th. impaired 8.60 ¢ 13 81 16.20b
DeveloPmentally delayed | 15.80 4.48

" aone handicabped_child's classification was not reported.

_ bHead Start figure combines health impaired and developmentally delayed.

3

2,

6
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- ‘ handicapping conditions in the national Head Start enfollmen: (U.S.
| Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1976). Listing the
children's handicapping conditibna in descending order, their relative
frequencies were: Speech impaired (42.54%), developmentally delayed
_(13.811), physically impaired (13.43%), emotionall&-diaturbed (10.82*),
mantglly rata?&ad (7.08!),‘health impaired (4.48%), visually 1mp$1red
(3.78%), heating impaired (1.87%), learning disabled (1.49%), and blind
(0.07%). | ' |
Additional'demographic data on class enrollment and enrollment of
handicapped children for the sample égassee are provided in Table 3.
.The mean number of children enrolled was 17.89 children, whi}e the mean
number of handicapped children was 4.25 children. Based upon these

averages, the approximate average class ratio handicapped Ehildrén to

nonhandicapped children was &pe to four (1:4).

v/
Children

TWIth&n each of the 58 sample classrooms, one handicapped_child and
2fbne nonhandicapped child were selectéd to sérve as the "target" children.
Identification of handicapped children and their handicapping cdnditions .
was determined frém program reéords and/or teacher repdrts. The handi-
capped target child was randomly selected from the total gnrollment of
. handicapped children in the class.-)Tho nonhandicappég target child,
. then, was selected to match the handicapped target child on sex and
| approximate chronological age. In the clags where there‘waé not a |

nonhandicapped child of the same’sex as the handicapped target child, a

nonhandicapped child of the nearest chronological age was select®d. A




~

4y
\_ Table 3
* ‘ " Demographic Data for Sample Classes
Variable Number of Percentage of Mean
classes classes
) ..
Total number of
- children enrolled -
5-10 5 . 8.62
11-15 ‘ 24 ' 41.38
16-20 ‘ . 15 25.86 17.89 children
21-25 6 10. 34 ‘
26~30 3 " 5.17
31-35 -1 1.72
more than 35 4 6.90
- Number of handiCApped
children enrolled
1-2 : 20 ' 34.48
3-4 15 . 25.86 .
5-6 - 14 24.14 4.25 children
7-8 5 ' 8.62
9-10 | 1.72 )
11-12 1 1.72
13-14 1 1.72
15 or more 1 1,72
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total of 116 children (58 handicapped children and 58 nonhandicapped
children) were selected to #erve as 'target" children. )

The similérities of the handicapped and nonhandicapped groups of
children are shown in several measures. The mean chronological ages of
the handicapped and nonhandicapped groups were 53.2 months and 53.6
monthé, respectively. The distrtbution of boyé and girls in éhe two
groups was also very simllar. in the handicapped group there were 43
boys and 15 girls; while in tﬁe nonhand icapped group there were 44 hpys
and 14 gi}ls.' These similaritiés in the child characteristics of age
‘and sex demonstrate that the matching on these variables was achieved.
The two groups of children‘were also similar on the variables of b;rth
ordér; class attendance, and preschool experience. The means and
distfibutions of these variables are provided in Appendix B.

It was essential to establishftﬁat the sampling prodedure used tov
select the handicapped group did not unduly bias or restrict this
subsample, This check on the potential external validity was made by
comparing the disgfibution of the handicapped children's handicapping
coﬁditions to two available egstimates: of the distribution of handicapping
conditions fn the preschool populatien. These'eséimaf;s were: the
distributions of handicapping'conditions across all the handicapped
children enrolled in the‘Sé sqmple classeé/and the 1976 national Head
Start ;nrollment figures (U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1976). These distributions are compared in Tabie 2.

The similarities of the three distributions Buggest.that'reeulté
of‘this investigation are representative and generalizable to other

groups of handicapped preschool children. The greatest difference among

#
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A »
the distributions was for the classification gategory of speech impair-
ment or problems: 'npprokimately 18%. The sample of handicapped children
had relatively fewer childrqn with speech problems but greater

percentages of children with more visible conditions (1.e., physical)

o

and, perhaps, more severely restricting handicapping conditions ({i.e.,

mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed).

"

4/ e .
g Prgcedure

Pre-visit Contact .

| Prior to the site visit to each classroom, a teacher questionnaire
and a child informati¥n form for each of the children were mailed to
each classroom head teacher. ihese questionnai}es took appnnximately a
total of 30 minutes to cohplete and were to be returned to the observers
at the end of each site‘vLsit. The teacher questionnaire included:
(aj a ten—itqp Likert;type survey of the teachers’ perceptions of their

own competenpy in teaching both handicapped and nonhandicapped children,

and their:- attiqrdes towards mainstreaming handicapped children and

' (b) class enrollment and staff information. The head teachers also

were asked to’pdmplete a child rmation form both for the selected

handicapped and nonhéndicapped children 4n their class. The child

' -
information form contained: (a) a five-item teacher—rating scale of the

child's social competenny and (b) tém ége—appropriate developmental Yfﬂ

questions taken from the Denver Prescreening Developmental Questionnaire

(Frankenburg, van Doornick, Lid@ell, & Dick, 1976).
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Site Visit

One of four observers made the prescheduiéd site visit to each

class. Upon arrivah, the observers scheduled the 30-minute observation

of free-play activities with the head teachers. They then familiarized

{themselves with tlie members of the class by asking the teachers to

indicate ‘the two selected children and the other handicapped children of
the class. |
Before starting the 30-minute observation, the observers drew a

floor plan of the free-play classroom arrangemént on one-inch-by-one-

%

‘ . .
inch-sectioned graph paper. Each play area was assigned a number. This
> . :

AN

plan designated 'the number and relative location of the play areas and

~

the barriers between play areas. ;*n;' ' ¥

tr

On a sepafate code sheet, the observers listed and coded the play

v . ’ 7
materials and equipment contained in each play area. The observers

a ]

could refer to these cdﬁé sheets when making their child-behavior

L 4

observations. .

Using a 20-second timejéampling procédure (CGordon & Jester, 1973),
the observers rotated their obserwation oﬂ'the two selected children

Rl

every two minutes. At the end of Een:seconds of obeervation: they coded
and recorded their observations ofrfhg‘child'sjbéhavior by entering the
appropri#te cpges in”the COrrespohding‘boxes of the obsegyation’code
sheet., A sample codihg sheet 1is provideé'i‘ Appendix C. Observations
were ed in vertical columns.of the Qbsefvation sheet afté} each
;nterval. The observers had 10 seconds in wﬁichlgo record their

observations. At the end of the six reCOrding periods, an observation

of the second child was begun following the procedure described above..

Y

AN

6. - - ,_.A.?"
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Al

This rotation procedure was followed for 30 minutes or until the end of
the free-play pertod; thus, approximately 45 intervals of observation

ad

were collected for each child.

Observer training. Three undergraduate students with advanced

standing in the Division of Individual and Family Studies at the
Pennsylvania State University assisted the investigator in making thé
classroom observations. ‘In addition to lheir coursework in child
development and early childhood these observers had'experieﬁce in
teaching in early childhood classes. All the initial training and
practice reliability sessions were conducted;;n the Human Development,
Laboratory classrooms at tﬁe Pennsylvania Stage University and local
preschool and day care classes not participating in the study.

The observers' trq}ning was conducted by the investigator over a
three—week period. During the first week, the investigator identified
illustrations of the behavioral d;finitions and the appropriate codes
as they occurred in the training classrooms while the thref,observers
followtd and observed the children's behavior. Af ter *each traig}ng
observation session the coding of each illustration was discussed to
clarify the definition and ensure agreement among the observers.

The last two weeks of observer training were used to give fhe
"observers extensive practice using the behavioral coding system_and to
establish the levels of interobserver agreement. During these sessgions,

N the observers and investigator simultaneously and independently observed
and céded two children's behavior for 20-minute periods. Interval-by-

interval compariéons of interobserver agreement were made for each of the

LY
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20 practice observations. When necessary, intervals with disagreements

were discussed.
L3

Observer reliability. Data collection was begun when the observers
reached approximately 80% or better interobgserver reliability criteria

for each coding category. Reliability for each behavior category was

S .

computed with the percentage of occurrefice agreement formula.

In order to ensure the maintenance of interobserver reliability

¥

over time, periodic checks were conducted. Once the observers were

maki&g site v}sits, they were not observing the same children or classes.
Thepgfore, periodic¢ checks to ensure the maintenance of interobserver
reliability again had to be conductgd 1h‘nonp§rt1cipating claésroqms.
Table 4 lists the average ré&iabilities for each child behavior at
the end of training and during the periodic reliability checks.
Reliabilities rangeq from 66.6% to 100%. The categéry transition failed
~to reach the establighed reliability.critefion an§3 therefore, was '
eliminated from all further analyses, |

&

v

Coding -

The class files contaiﬁing the.resd}ts of the teacher questionndire,
the child infotmation forms, thé classroom floor éian and m;terjai ligts;
and the obgervation.sheet were dﬁdéd andlgcored fndependently by Fwo
coders. The investigator and one of the qbservers codéh the independent/.
dependenb-varigblés by applying_the.prespecifiéd definitions. |

Al éhild—behpvior measures ﬁere’bonvér?eé to proportions of tot&lv‘

number intervals of gbservation. ‘ The use of proportions was necessitated
: . N L N . . -

by the unéqual nuhpg{s of bbservatipn intervals that were collected

>
[

g

a o 7 ‘) ,
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v Table 4
Mean Percentages of Interobserver Reliability

»

Child-behavwor Category - Training Field-checks
Social orientation . N
' Unoccupied behavior o ‘ 87.0 86.3
Intent on individual activity ' 88.8 . 79.4
Strongly intent on individual activity 86.8 - 82.8
Parallel play ' ' e 87.5 - 79.0
Assoclative play e 97.7 -78.0
Cooperative play . 84.4 88.1
Social onlooking ~+90.9 84.6
Engaged with adults e N 95.1 ] 98.7
Disruptive behavior 100.0 100.0
Aggressive behavipr *100.0 ' 100.0
Transitions® . 66.6 70.3
Social 1néeractions
Child-child interactions ‘
Active-passive T 87.3. 85.4
Positive-negative = ' 100.0 ’ 86.6
Initiated-received 79.0 . 79.4
Child-adult interactions |
Initiated ' 69.7 84.7
Received 100.0 93,2
N !
Note. Method of\gglculation:
Y - Number of Agreements X 100

Number of Disagreements & Agreements

87ransitions did not approach the reliability criteridn and was dropped
from further analyses.

\‘1 . (2




‘ _ I 51

across the classrooms. To ensure intercoder agreement, a randomly
selected 20X of the class files were scored by both coders and compared
for agreement. The coders achieved 100% agreement on all coding
definitions and scoring. The operational definitions for the independent

variables and dependent variables are presented in the following section.

o
Independent Variables - L.
- Y W
. - v,
The independent variables of this study were the teacher, class-

room, and child antecedent characteristics. Thege definitions are

provided in the following sections.

Teacher Characteristics

Definitions. -Teachers' characteristics were defined as (a) per-

celved professional compete;cy in instfucting both handicappéd and
nonhandicapped children, (g) attitudeéftowards ma1nstreaming‘pandicapped
children in preschool classes, (c).amount of pre-service and inservice
triining, and (d) number of years'éxperieqce they had for teaching in
integrated settings. ’ :

The teacher perceptions and attitudes were defined as th; teache;s'
responses to two five-item subscales of the feacher questionnatre.r A
sample copy of the teacher questionnaire 18 provided in Appendix D.
Items one through five pertain to teachers' perceptions, while.items six
through ten pertain to’teache;s' attitudes.

The amount of teacher training was defined ‘as the number of pre-

) :
service classes or inservice training programs dealing with teaching

L4

young handicapped in integrated settings in which the teachers had

participated. Teachers' responses were scored in the following manner:

L3
A

\ PR A \ i »
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1. Little or no training;

2. Some training in highly specialirzed areas (i.e., Teaching the
Deaf Child, Physical Education for the Orthopedically Impaired Child,
etc.);

3. Some training in general areas (i.e., Mainatreaming Preschool
Children, Edué;tional Planning for Handicapped Children, etc.); and '

4. Extensive training in specialized and general areas.

Jhe amount of teacher experience was defined as the number of years
the teacher had taught in classes which had at least one handicapped

child.

Validation. Fifty-four teachers from the 58 classrooms completed
and returned the teacher questionnaire. Four teachers did not return the
teacher quegtionnaire. The ten-item questionnaire was divided into two L \
scales: teacher;' perceived competency and teachers' attitude towards
mainstreaming. Each scale contained five Likert-type response items.
To establish the reliability of each scale which would later be used as
two teacher characteristic predictors or independent variables, item
analyses of the internal congistency reliability were performed. In
addition to internal reliability, the teachers' scores on the two
attitudinal scales were correlated with the teachers' levels of training .
and years of teaching experience using Pearson Product Moment Correla-
tions. The results of these validation'procedures are presented in the
following sections.

To calculate the internal consistency of the five-item teachers' .

perceived competency scale, the coefficient Alpha Index of Reliability

was used. This index yielded a coefficient of 0.72 or a reliability

1

[l ’ '\.
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estimate of 71.6X. The correlations for each item score to the total
ucale_score are presented in Table 5. Based on these item-total corre-
lations, the estimated average item-total correlation was 0.69. Finally,
the five items, when intercorrelated, were estimated to yield an average
interitem éorrelation of 0.34.

The Alpha coefficient of internal consistency for the teachers'
attitude scale was calculated at 0.60 or a reliability estimate of 60.5X.
The item-total correlations for the five atgitude itemg are presentéd
in Table 6. For the teachers' attitude scale, the estimated average
{tem-total correlation was 0.62. The average interitem correlation was
0.23.

Since the calculation of the Alpha coefficient of internal
congistency 1is consérvative!y biased for scales with small number of
items, the Alpha coefficients for teachers' perceived competency (0.72)
and teachers' attitudes (0.60) were accepted as 1nd}cat10ns that e;;h
scale was consistently measuring a single construct. TherefqQre, the
scales were treated as g;o separate teacher-characteristic pr:dictor
variables. Using the Generalized Spearman-Brown Formula (Cronbach,
1960), it was estimated that, had the same scales been extended to 13
items, they would have achieved reliabiiities of 90X and 80X, respec-
tively. |

A matrix of Pearson Product Moment Correlations among the four
teacher charapteristics—-perceived competency, attitudes towards
mainstreaming, training, and experience--is presented in Table 7. Of

these correlations, only perceived competency and attitudes towards

mainstreaming were significantly correlated at the .01 level. Although

’

Moo |
[y
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Item-total Correlations for Teachers' Perceived Competency Scale

Item~total r

Adjusted Item-total r

Item 1 0.82 0.82
Item 2 . 0.62 0.51
Item 3 0.60 0.40
Item 4 0.67 0.52
Item S5 0.76 0.72
Note. N = 54 .
I
Table 6 -
Item—-total Correlations for Teachers' Attitude Scale
Item-total r Adjusted Item-~total r
Item 6 0.62 0.49
Item 7 0.58 0.48
Item 8 0.70 0.56
Item 9 0.68 0.62
Item 10 0.55 " 0.30
Note. N = 54

3
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Table 7

Correlation Matrix of Teacher Characteristice

, .
‘ Pcrgeived Attitude Training Experience
Competency
Perceived competency - . 28%% .01 j .18
Attitude - .03 .08
Training . \ - .21

Experience , -

Note. N -454
[}

C%dp < 01

b
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perceived competency and attitudeg were not highly related either to

level of training or years of teaching experience, teachers who perceived
¢
themselves as more competent in teaching in an integrated class also had

¥

more positive attitudes towards mainstreaming.

Classroom Characteristics

Physical context. The arrangement of the classroom was the
organization of the physicél space and classroom activities into play
areas. The two dimensions of clagsroom arrangement were: (a) the number
of play areas provided and (b) the number of barriers aepérating adjacent
play areas.

The number of play areas was the number of distinct physical
activity settings that were observed and counted. These areas may or may
not have been separated by visual or physical partitions or barriers.

A barrier was defined as any object which divides play space
vigsually and/or physically into discrete sections. Play areas can be
bounded by a maximum of four barriers. A barrier seﬁarating two adjacent
play areas was only cbunted once,

The total number of barriers was defined as the summative total of
thé visual and physical partitions between all the play areas of the
classroom. - <

Classroom materials were classified as simple, complex, multiplex,
and super piay units accérding to the definitions derived from the Peters
and Petak modifications (1979) to the Kritchevsky, Prescott, and Walling

(1973) classification systems. . The four classes of play units are

_defined below.
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A simple unit is a play material that has one obvious use and does
not have aubparts/or a juiCAposition of ma?erials.whiEh enable the child
to manipulate or improvise (i.e., subparts do not contribute new uses to
the play material). The simple unit is designed to be used by a single
child at one time, An éxample of a sidple plgy unit would be a purrzle.

A more comprehensive listing of examples of the play unit classificatiéns
is included in Appendix E.

A complex unit is a play material that has one obvious use and no
subparts or juxtaposition df play materials that contribute new usi/ to
the play material. It is designed to be used simultaneously by more than
one child. Examples of complex play units include blocks, rocking boats,
and trucks. ‘

A multiplex unit is a play material with subparts or juxtaposition
of play materials which enable the child to manipulate ér improvise upon
fts use. It must have at least two distinct uses and may be used by
more than one child simultaneously. Examples of multiplex units include:
trucks and blocks, cars and play garage, play dough and coqkie cutters.

A super unit is a ﬁultiblex unit that has one or more additional
play materials in juxtaposition that contribute omne or more new uses to
the play unit. Examplesof super play units include: trucks, blocks, and
ramps; and play dough, cookie cutters, and rolling pins.

The following aﬁtecgdent measures of classroom materials and
equipment vere used:

-

l./ The number of play units was the number of simple, complex,

multiplex, and super units by category.
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2. The total number of play units was the summative total of

simple, complex, multiplex, and super play units.
;

3. The variety score for play units was defined as the total
number of different simple, coﬁplex, multiplex, and super play units.

A\ L 1Y
Social context. The social context variables dealt with the demo-

L

graphic characteristics of the class enrollment and staffing patterns.
These variables included: (a) the total number of_handichpped and J‘

nonhandicapped children present, (b) tbe number of handicapped children
- . ﬂ*/'-\\\‘

present, (c) the number of teachers, aides, q(rother adults present,

(d) the ratio of handicapped children to nonhandicapped children enrolled
in the élassroom, and (e) the distribution and number of different
handicapping conditions within the class. These variables are oﬁéra—
tionally defined below. | »

The number of children present was the total number of handicapped
and nonhandicapped children observed and counted preéent in the elass—
room during the site visit.

The number of handicapped children present was the number of
children designated as handicapped by the geacher present in the
classroom during the sgite vigit.

The number‘of adults present was the number of teachers, teacher-
aides, and parent or adult volunteers present in the classroom during
the site visit.

The ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped children was calculated

~

as the number of handicapped children enrolled to the number of non-
handicapped‘childéen enrolled as reported by the teacher. Based upon

this ratio, classrooms were classified into three types of classes:

t
u

N

Gy
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\\

basic, integrated, and special-needg classroons. For this classifi-
cation, the following definitions from the Penﬁsylvania Department of
Public Welfare were used: . -
1. Basic--A basic centér is a center in which less than 20X of the
'total enrollment is diagnosed és exhibiting disabilities.
2. Integrated--An integrated center is a center in which-20~501 of
the total enrollment is diagnosed as exhibiting disabilities.«///
3. Special-needs--A special-needs center is a centgr in whigh 50%
or more of the total enrollment is diagnosed as exhibiting disabilities.
The distribution of handicapping conditions was obtained as follows.
Both the types of the handicapped childrem's Jiability category ana the
\ respective freQUenciés of the disability classification were collected

for each classroom via the teachers' reports of classroom eArollment on .

the teacher questionnaire. ' P

Child Characterisgtics

The child characteristics data were éoilected on both the handi- |
capped and nonhandicapped children of each class. The child charac-

\/ teristig variables included: (a) the child's developmental or,functiong}
level; (b) the child's level of social competency; (c) the chiid’s clﬁ%s
attendance and previous preschool experience; (ﬂ);the child's handi-
capping condition; and (e) demog;aphic-chagacteristics such a§ the
child's age, sex, and family information. The following sections

W,

operationalize these variables. AN

~

Child's developmental level. Based on thé~teachers’ responses to

ten age-appropriate questions taken from the Denver Prescreening

LRIC o B | }

&>
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Developmental Questionnaire: P.D.Q. (Frankenburg et al., l976), th

child's developmentel level was scored as the number of items passed.
The selection of age-appropriate questions determined by the child's
chronological age was made using the age-item correspondence established

by Freﬂkenburg et al. (1976) for the P.D.Q. A copy of the P.D.Q. ttems

1@ pfovided in Appendix r.

LN

Two methods of scoring the teachers' responses to the P.D.Q. .items

were utilized. The first method wee.to count and record the number of

items'the teachers score the child as pessing The second method

-; utilized the traditional P.D.Q. scoring procedure (Frankenburg et el

1976) yielding one of three possible scores: -~

L.~

12 deleyed—fghild passing six or fewer age-appropriate questions;
M T

3

2. questionable—fchildren passing seven or eight ege-epptdpriate
AN .

questions; o

3. not delayed--children passing nine or ten age-appropriate
qneeticnl.

H

. ‘ »
Child's social competency. The measurement of children's social

competency was based upon a five-item rating ecale developed by Petérs
A

4

and Stein (1966) . A copy of the child's social competency sceleris o
provided in ‘Appendix F. .The o}iginel validation of thia meagure wee

conducted uporr an und#ffen’ntiated sample of Head Start children

Therefore, teste of thie meeeute a\reliability with handicapped’ children H

and Velldity in diacriminating a aempIe of handicapped children from

noahandicapped children~uere conducted "Ap additiopal test of fhe

fcorreepondence between teechers"retinga of the children's eocial

/

/
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competency and the children's observed social behaviors were performed
using Pearson Product/Moment Correlations.

T® establish the“eliability of the children's social competency
v
for both handicapped and nonhandicapped children, séparate item analyses
of internal consistency were performed. The élghg coefficients were
0.576 for ratings of handicapped childfen and 0.575 for ratings of
nonhandicapped children. With the minimal difference in Alpha
coefficients of 0.001, the measures of social compétenCy were eqﬁally
b /ég?iiable Sor the two groups of children. Therefore, an item analysis of
thg combined ratings for handicapped and nonhandicapped ¢hildren was
performed. The fesults of this analysis yielded an Alpha coefficieﬁtlof
" 0.75:“ The'average item-total cor?ziation was 0.71 based\upon th: %
individual item-total correlations presented in Table 8. ,$
of thg fiVé—iteﬁ;, Item 3 with an adjusted 1tem~to£a1 correlatiog-
of only 0.20 made the smallest contribution to the internal consistency
of the scale.‘ This item waé the only question in which teachers were
asked to rate children's negative social behaviors.
Since thefsocial competengy ratings of handicapped and nonhandi-
capped childrep w;re used as chtld-charqfteristic predictor variables in
? ' subéeqﬁent analyses, it was neceséiry to establish that diffeﬁfhcea\sn
social competency ratiga; would‘discriminsfe beéween groups of handi-

_ -
capped children and nonhandicapped children. To assess this aspedt of

construct validity, it was hypothesized that: Teachers wouldﬁnot rate

v handicapped children significantly lower on social competency than
. P
» nonhandicapped children. - - V \
‘\ ‘“‘.
@ . o .
.

L



Table 8

Correlations of Item-total Scores
for Children's Social Competency Ratings

. “" )
( N L. e

Item-total r Adjusted Ittm:}stsl Y
Item 1 S S .72
Ttem 2 < .82 - 69 . A

S . .
Item'y b4 B - .20 T
Item & ., '\ 77 : .70 o
Item 5 ¢ T9 SR '
~~ ¥

This hypothesis vas tegted by a one-way anilysisssf variaqqp
‘comparing the satings‘of hsndig:sﬁed and nqnhandifssPsd‘shildrﬁr.:
Table 9 presents tﬁe sdmmsry of £h1; anslysis. The sogskrsctﬁnuli A !
hypothesis was rejected ak the‘.OOI ibvsl of signifisancs (F ;-76.52, !

{ df = 1,57); handicapped children were rated iiﬁnificsﬁtly ldwer on social

competency than were nonhandicapped children., _ ‘ c ’

| f

. " . + ! .
débearson Product Moment Correlations were petfbrmed'to assess the

degree of correspondence between children's scorcb on the five riting
' >

. items and their observed levdis of ' these social bdhsviors *P the

" classroom. Of the five. 1tem-behavior correlstiqns qply Item 2, the ..

‘.
. ¢

- \) -
initiation of socisl‘interaotions, was significant at the .01 level. R
The low rating-behssdor cornelStions 1nd1bate cht‘¢eacﬂén's ratﬁhgs‘of

o children 8 social cofipetency. were noc 1dentica1 or highly reL ted to
' ' children's observed levels of social behsvfbr ih thsr81assrooms .. _
h The teachers' assessments of childrgg s sociai competeﬁcg, powever Y
were positively correlsted zith children's age and developmeptsl levzls o k

X VR

<
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A ' . ‘Table 9
' AR g | !
, S Compurison ot 80cial Competency Ratings : .
- T of Handicapped and Nonhandicappod Children b _ 7
i | o S D
P S e * '4.. T —
’ -Group ; B Mean ‘Social Ratings®
[ . DO ~
———t y - - .t
. t . . . . . ; L *
w—& - Handicapped children 12.02 Coo :
" Nonhandicapped children - . 15.90 f, E ) . ~
Analynis of Variancn Summary Table
Source MS . df F - . pe -
R . . . . j’ . ‘
Group 436.4224 1 ' -{6.52 < .001 7
- Error - 5.703116 - 57 AT -
x N : : O . . . ) . | N
f‘Maximum score = 21 : N ! S a

.
'lo' . '

. ’
4 e
> ) N * ’

N K * - - - P
' qt the .01 1eve1 These correldtiona indicate that; as would be

expected teacher’ ratints of children 8 social eompetency {ncrease with

o chronological ngi and the developmental functioning levels of the . V/
o children. - “ )
v ~./‘ §
Child's class.ittendance. Class attendance is defined as the number
- of days tKe child has been present in tﬁé'clasaxoom{frdm thefbeginning*
s ‘of the current lyear. | ' oo o Eﬁ o I
. . \ ’ (" L N n Y n N <

~ ¢

Child's preuious early education egperiences. Pr%vious‘education

& experience ia tho teacher's report of the child's previous or, condbrrent

ent . education pro 8. : ) ¥
Qnrollm t iq‘.}her\:anly cgtﬂ programs. . g - _
! T v N
’ LI ’ . . . @ ./' . "}:‘
. . ' . ) R . o .‘l
\ o S - . X .
) » s - . : t .
» - » o . . .o %
' ‘ e~ 7 : .

N
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v
(o

Child's handicapping condition. This variable was defined as the

«

diagnostic/aasessment clasaification asaigned to the child's handi—

©

cappins)condition. This ciasaification wAS takan from the teacher ]

report and the child's ansoasment'rgeorda. On the basis of the combined

federnl guidelines for Head Start‘and-day cara*programe, thc follBwing
handitapping conditions were ‘used to classify children's diaabilities

(a) de;fness, (b) hqaring impairment, (e). blindneas~ (d) visuaL2

4

.2

impairment, (e) spcech 1mpairment (f) phyaic}ﬁ or’ orthOpedic impa1r~ ¢
) menta,»(g) other health impairmenta, (h) mentdl retardatién, |
(i) emotional disturbances, 1) learning disabilities, and (k) develop—
.,mentalldeIayg;‘ B /

- . [N
(S ] ‘ Y
. .

. Dependent Varigylés'

T '

Definitions of Child Behaviors

A

ry I

éocial orientation was .defined as the level of the target‘child'S'

t . C s " [’}

'orientation attention, and inVOlvaent with the play matetiala, teacher

Va
and other children in the classroom. The following sections define the

eight'categories of social orientation.

-

5 Strongly intent on individual activity This catcgory was, defined

as th{ child playing alone-with materials, toys, and/qx equipment The‘

H ‘ i ‘."
child showed continuous at;ending and uninterrupted concentratian in

his/her activity £Or a full ten: qcconds. The child was not distracted

4

by the activities arqu::l him/hpr and ‘mpde no efforts to move'closer or

‘to speak to otﬂers. This eategory 18 compar;ble to the level of

N

. solitary play of the Parten Scale (Parten, 1932)..

t . -
LY "

ﬁ,! '/n-l > é)‘ ‘ ’

.
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Intentigg 1qﬁi§1dual activity, This category is similar to strongly

~

- intent, but the target child's attending to his/her activity was less
continuous. The child played alone with play materials but paused.
sbriefly (1.9., less than five. seconds) to glanhe around the room or to.

comtent to others. The child quickly returned, attending to his/her

own activity. .

Actively engaged with adults. This behavior category was scored
when the child was playing, attending, listening, and/er talking with -

the teacher(s) or other adult(s).
Social play. This behavidr category was scored when the child was
_1n close proximity, engéged in conversation and/or engaged in a'play

activity with chér children. The three subcategortes of social play

X were taken from the Parten Scale of levels of social play (Parten, 1932).
’ % l . . N
When social play was observed, one of the following three subcategories

had fo be coded:

1, Pdrallel play was defined as the child playing with tMe same

: A ( |
} _ ' play materials and .in close proximity (i.e., three to four feet) to

U o o | :
othier cRildren. The’child was playing .alone and did not attempt to
g _ .. \

(_influence the.aétivities of the other children. The child did not

~

.. qngage-iﬁ conversation.
! 2. Amsociative play was defined as the thild playing with other

children although there was no division of labor; teles  assigned, or

-+

m.rules_of organization in their activity.® Conversation among children

v .
! . )

occurred and materials were shared.

3
P Y
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3. Cooperative play was defi#ed as the child playing in a group
" of children that was organized to reach & goal, acting out a dramati-
h gation, or playing a formal game. Roles were taken and/or assigned by
the chiidfen. Children helped and supplemented the activities of the |

others in the group.

Social onlooking. Onlooking was defined as the child passively

watching the activities and behaviors of the teacher(s) and/or the other
children for more than five seconds. The child may or may not have been

engaged in an activity of his/her own.

Unotcupied behavior. This behavior catégory was scored when the

child did not appear interested or engaged in any activity. The child
wandered aimlessly around the room, followed the teacher, or stood or
gsat in one location. The child did not watch, approach, or initiate

céntact with other children or play materials.

Aggressive actions. This category was scored when the child was

engaged in one or more of the following behaviors: fighting (1i.e.,

biting, pinching, striking another person with either his/her body or

Yo

objects, kicking; and/or nonplayful pushing) or disrupting the activity
of others (i.e., grabbing toys away, destroying propefty of the other

childxen, ‘and/or knocking over or throwing materials).

‘l

Disrupting actions. Diarupting action was scored when the child

engaged in one or more of theﬁfolloﬁing behaviors: crying, shouting,

screaming, tantruming, and/or whining.
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Social interaction was defineéhhc the verﬁal, physical, or gestural
behaviors which brought the, child into contact with the adults and/or
child:;n of the clasdﬁ' The interpersonal behaviors of three possible
social partners were coded for each interval: The teacher, the '"target"
child, and the other child. The other child was defined as the nontarget
child in direct contact or closest proximity to the "target' child. The
other child could ch;nge from interval to interval depending upon the
interactions and movement of the target child. The absérver also
reéorded 1f the other child was a handicapped or monhandicapped child.

Social interaction was coded for initiation, affect, and type

behavior. The following section provides the definitions for these

categories.

Initiation of interaction. Three categories of initiation were
defined as follows: \ |

1. Child-initiated interaction was scored when thé child solicited,
elicited, or began the ihteraction with another child or adult. Examples
in this cafegory are: asking questions, greéting a child, showiqg an
object,lbeginning a conversatidﬁ, etc.

2. Other-initiated interaction was scored when the "target” child's
1nter$§rsona1 behavior followed the initiation of another child or adult.

3. Ongo;ng interaction was scored when the social 1nt¢raCtIon of

the child continued from the preceding interval or the initiation of the

interaction occurred during the ten-second recording period.

1
»

Type of interaction. Two types of social behavior were defined as

active interchange and passive watching:

X
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1. Active interchange was scored when the child engaged in one or
more active social behaviors with another child er teacher. This
includes all positive and negative behaviors listed below except pasaive
watching or observing. : |

2. Passive watching was scored when the child was observing the

behaviors of another child or teacher while not engaged in an activity

of his/her own.

’

Affect in interaction. The three categéries of affect are def ined

as positive, negative; and neutral social interactions. The following
section provides the operationalized definitions of.these categories:

1. Positive social gpteraCtioﬁ'was scored when the child initiated
or received one or more of the following behaviors: (a) talking with
an adult or child, (b) displaying affection, (c) demonstrating approval,
(d) providing assistance, and (e) sharing equipment, materials, and/or
toys.

2. Negetive’social,interaction was scored when the child initiated
or received one or‘more ogkihe following.behaviors- (a) aggression
towards an object, (b) aggression tewards a person, (c) verbal abuse,
(d) verbal reprimands, and (e) rejecting gestures and avoidance.

3. Neutral interaction was scored when the child was not engaged

-in either positive or negative social interactions as defined above.

Measuras of Child Behavior

Ten child—behavior measures were,used as the dependent variables

of this study. These measuues are operationally defined below.

A

€
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umber'gg active interactions, This measure was defined as the

\

child's summative total of intervals coded as active interchanges with

other children,

Number of passive interactions. This measure was defined as the

child's total number of intervals coded as, pasaive watching.

Number of positive interactions. This measure was defined as the

child's summative total of intervals coded as positive social inter-
actions in which the social partner was either a handicapped or
nonhandicapped child, or a group of chjldren containing both handicapped

and nonhandicapped children.

Number of, social interactions initiated. This measure was defined

as the total number of intervals the child was scored as initiating

interactions with peers.

Number of social interactions received. This measure was def ined

as the total number of intervals the other child was scored initiating

a social interaction towards tHe 'target' child.

Number of negative socialkgg;gract;pn.. This measure was defined
as the total number of intervalé‘the ch%ld was scored as engaged in

negative soclal interactions with the Qéver children,

Level of social play. This measure was defined as the weighted

average of the child's level of play across the observation intervals.
To calculate this weighted average, the levels of social play were

multiplied by the following values: unoccupied (1), onlooker (2),

-

G
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strongly intent on individual activity (3), parallel (4), associa-

tive (5), cooperative (6), engaged with adultu'(i); they were then

divided by the total number of intervals of observation.

Number of interactions initiated towards adults. This measure was

defined as the number of intervals the child was scored as initiating

1!

social interaction with an adult social partner.

Number of interactions received from adults. This measure was
defined as the number of intervals the child ‘was scored as receiving an

initiation from an adult social partner.

Data Analysis

Validation of the teacher questionnaire and child information form
was carried out to establish the 1nte€pal consistency of each of three
scales used as a predictor variable: (A) teachers' perceived competency,
(b) teachers' attitudes toyards mainstreaming, and (c) children's social
competency rating. Additional validation procedures were conducted for
the,Feacﬁers' ratings of cﬁildren's social competency by calculating the
.degree of correspondence between.the items of the rating scale and
observational measures of children's social behaviors. The results of
these validations were presented with the measures in this chapter,

Descriptive procedures to determine naturally occurring patterns of
program, teacher, and child.éharacteristics were performed. These
procediures included calculations of the means, frequencies, and, when

possible, distributions of several major antecedent characteristics. ‘In

addition to these procedures, Pearson Product Moment Correlations were

~
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3
carried out to determine the degree of interdependence among contextual
variables in integrated early childhood settings.
i \*

A ;ctiea of analysea of variance were conduéted upon the observa-
tional measures of child behavior to compare the patterné of social
interaction and play behaviors of handicapped children and nonhandi-
capped children. Since the two observed children from each of the

.
classrooms constituted matched pairs, an Analysis of Variance Model

based upon the dependent t statistical test was used. K

Finally, stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed for
antecedent measures and transactiﬁnal child-behavior measures
to determine whether certain program, teacher, and child characteristics
could predict variations in the social interaé¢tions and play behaviors
of handicapped children and nonhandicapped children. Comparisons of the
regregsion coefficients from regression models separately dgrived fgr
handicapped and nonhandicapped childreniwere made to determine the
differential influence of certain contextual variables upon the behavior

patterns of these two groups.

A complete presentation of these analyses is made in Chapter V.

J"



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

L J
In this chapter, the results of the data analyses are presented as

~

they relate to the research objectives and questions of the present
study. The three major research objeééivau bo;eéuthe”folloving
questions: (a) What are the naturally occurring.pattﬂrna of program,
~teacher, and child chafacteriatics which describe the integrated early
childhood education settings in the principally rural a;:; of central
Pennsylvania? (bj Are there gifferencas in the social integgction
patterns and p;ay beﬁaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped chtldren
within these integrated settings? and (c) What are the program, -teacher,
and child characteristics that contribute to the successful social
integration of young handicapppd children 1n.e;rly childhood eéucation
settings? Questions p and ¢ were broken down into 12 transactional
hypotheses and four aﬁteceéent questions, respectively. ‘

. As noted in Chapter IV,  the data analysis includéd the following
>'statiutical tests: Pearson Product Moment Correlations, analyses of
variance, Tukey Comparisons of Mean Differences, and stepwise multiple
regression analyses. When testing the hypotheses, the results of these

statistical tests weré coneideJ;d significant when they reathed the .01

level. This relatively conservative criterion for rejecting the null

- FaN

hypotheses was established to minimize the experimeﬂtnw{se error rate

for Type 1 errors.

The results of the descriptive and hypothesis-testing statistical:

’

procedures are presented below. The areas of investigation--descriptive

patterns of contextual characteristics, comparisons of handicapped and

[] : A

‘ L]
o .

¥
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. nonhandicapped children, and aﬁteggdent characteristics related to

‘social interaction--will serve as the headings for the three majoé

{

sections of this chapter.
4

!
Descriptive Patterns of Contextual Characé;giq;ico

Program Characteristics’

e

The description of the patterns of program characteristics across

the 58 classes includes estimates of central éehdency (i.e., means), the

v

ranges of variability, and correlations among several program charac-

teristica. Table 10 presents the means and ranges for the program .

characteristics\pf:" Ya) class enrollmentsj/?bQ number of Rhandicapped

_children enrolled, (c) number of adults, (d) number of play areas,

(ef number of barriefs, and (f) number of play units. These six program

characteristics showed a great deal of variability across -the 58

classrooms. h \
/ o
Within the sample, 42.1X of the 58 ¢classes were classified as .

basic classes with total enrollments of less than 20X handicapped

?

children; 47.4% of the sample were classified as integfqted 6lasaea with

red

20%-50% of the children en?*Qd being handicapped children; for the-

remaining 10.5% of the ﬁi ses, 50X or more of their enrollment were

handic{bped children.

I3

Finally, Pear;on Product Moment CorrelationsAWere performed to
determine the correspondeqce among selected program ch;racteristics.
Thé results of the correlations are‘p¥esenced in the mptrix form in
Table 11. Sinceltheiprogtam characteri#tics‘were intercorrelated at

o

.65 or less;_aach changcteristic was indepepdently entered in the

- subsequent regression analyses. The following positive correlationsg,

5
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Table 10 N

14

Program Characteristics across
Fifty-eight Integrated Preschool Classes

——— . . - A e e e e et e err—e e = e e e

. Characteristic Mean Range

Social context

Total number ot children enrolled 17.89 - 6-43
Number of handicapped children enrolled 4.25 ' 1-15

Number of adults 3.24 1-8

™
L 4
Physical context

Number ot play areas 7.10 2-16

Number of barriers \\v © 5,01 0-11

Number of play units 12.24_..°  4-17

Note. N = 58

.

Lo
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Table 11
Intercorrelations Among
Program Characteristics
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Total enrollment
. .. L}
2. Enrollment of
handicapped LL6* h
3. Type of center -.11 .65%
4. Number of adults : L29% . 17 .01
5. Number of areas -.003 -.02 .14 .04
6. Number of barriers .18 ~-.09 -.18 .24 Lalk
7. ‘Number of play units -.27 -.15 L1 .02 ..52%  .35% -
[ - S, . ..‘""‘ ~
: — -

‘were gignificant: total enrollment with enrollment of handicapped; total
enrollment with the number of adults present; Ahnber of barriers w#th‘

number of areas; and number of areas with number of play units.

Teacher Characteristics

The ddscription of the patterns of teacher characteristics f ound
across the sample Of 58 classes includes the'means, as estimates of

central tendency, and the ranges of variability. Since phnmdnter—.

, ¥ .

correlations among the four teacher characteristics were presented
/

previously, only the significant correlations will be/@ummarized in this

section, The description of Qeacher.characteristics/wil% conclude pith
r ' / -

the frequencies and distributions of the four teac?fr characteristics.

..

-~ ‘. .
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The means and ranges for the teacher vharacteristics were:
(a) percelved competency scale (X = 17.09, range = 9-24); (b) attitude
towards mainstreaming scale (X = 16.72, range = 10-22); (c) amount of

Ctraining (X ;m2u}3, raﬁgéh;“i;ziydAﬁa-(d) number of years experience

(X = 3.46, range = 1~12)., These figures are based upon the responses
A Y .
ot the 54 teachers who returned the teacher questionnalires.
0f the intercorrelations among the four teacher characteristics,

only the Pearson Product Moment Correlation between teacherg' scores on
! . .

-~ N

the perceived competency and attitude to mainstreaming scales (r = .28)

—

/

was st&nlf fcant. Teachers' perceptions of thelr competency and their
. L]

attituded towards mailnstreaming were not gignificantly related efther to
\ -

teachers' level\af training or to the number of yeafs of teaching '
experience. However,\teachers' attitudes towasds mainstreaming were
correlated positively to teachers' percaptions of competency.

The distributions of teacher charactéristicé presentéd in Table 12
fllustrate that the 54 teachers were distributed almost equally around
the means of the two scales and across the four levels of training.

- .

However, a greater contrast is found dn the distribution of teaching
t

experience. Approbximately 54% of the teachers were in their first or

second year of teaching an integrated class. .

A A ¢
Child Characteristics
| S— -

N

Several child characteristics of the handicapped and nonhandicapped
, T S s {
children were presented in Chapter IV and in an earlier section of this

chapter. In this section, only a summéry of these results will be

[ -

-

reported. -

> . -
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- 'l‘nble‘ 12
. Distributions of Teachers on Four Characteristics
A
Number of Pcfccntage
Characteristics teachers ~of teachers
: responding respond ing
\\\ Percelved competency
R R b et B e e B - 7‘ —-—— = - —_——— e - --»'_ e e e e mmi et e smi e e e e e emase me R — e — —_— e e e s - —_———
O Scored below the Mean of 17.09 : 31 57.4
Scored above the Mean of 17.09 " 23 42.6
. L g e e e e e it e e e e e = = o e o e _.}:
Attitude towards mainstreaming
Scored below the Mean of 16.72 24 51.9
Scored above the Mean of 16.72 30 49.1
Amount of ‘training
1. Little or no training . 16 29.6
2. Some training in specialized areas 14 25.9
3. Some tratning in general areas 14 25.9
4. Training in both specialized and
general areas ’ 10 ~18.5
/’ B 4
——— Years, of experience -~
1-2 ~ 29 53.7
. 3-4 B 11.1
5-6 11 20.4
M L] R .
7"8 \ ’ \ 5 9- 3
9-10 - ‘ 1 1.9
A K]
11-12 I : N - 3.7
' - £ - b1 &
Note. N = 54 .
, N ' ’
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Although the handicapped and nonhund!vnpped groups of chlldlcn
were oduully matched for chronol&glcal age and sex, they were, however, ,
significantly difterent at the .0l levels on the antecedent character-
ié;igé:gki;ociéi“;oﬁbé£;ﬁg;”;6a”déQéi;b;éﬁtAl”levél, as measured by
teacher ratings. Hundlcabped children wege rated gignificantly lower
t han nonhnndlcupped‘chlldren on teachers' rutlngs of soclal competency
and developmental level. The summary of these vompurlsons.is presented

in 'I‘uble’ 1 '3.'/) \

-

Compar {sons of Handicapped and Wonhandicapped Children
Overview of Comparlsons
In this section, fhe results_of the testyg of the trgnsactional
hypothesgs are presented. Analyses of variance were performed to assess
the dlffetenge% between groups of hdndicapped éhgnnonhandicapped target
\ children. An analysis of variance model for'dependent:ﬁeasures, based
upon the dependent t statistical test, was utilized in the comparisons
across groubs.axﬁithin this model, the two target children from each
/” Classlwere_entered as matched paifs. Jhereforg, the pair of target
children represents a within-classroom variaﬁle with two levels--
handicapp;d‘and nonhandicapped. Since the unit of analysis was classes
.not individual children, the betweeh;éubjedi factor is classroom
variability‘ A limitation of this ANOVA model is that the between-
subjéct factor (i.e., 1nd1vidua1\g£::sroom'vé?iability) cannot be
pértialled from the betLeen subject-error variance. Therefore, the
differences between 1nd1v1dual'classrooms could not be anaiyzed. The
differeéces reported fér handicappeq and nonhandicapped children are
- based upon the group mean differencés across all classes.

-iilf}- . //
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Table 13
“~
Comparisons of Handlicapped
and Nonhandicapped Children on Teacher Ratings |
o !
S g - e e — e . e
i Mean : Mean
Group N Developmental level Social competency
' Rat {og# Rat ingb
Hand{capped 58 5.29 12.02
Nonhandicapped 58 8.29» - 15.90
One-way Analysis of Variance Comparison of Social Competency Ratings
e e .
Sm,k\ce $S MS Af F p
‘ DOURL € > ) . _
4
Between subjects
Error’ 705.284 12.373 57
Within subjects . S
" Group . 436.422 486.422 1 76.52 p < .001
Exror 325.078 5.703 57
N = 116 ™
Vo
One-way Analysis of Variance Comparison of Developmental Level
Source .88 Ms df F P
Between subjects ' )
Error 431.034 . 1.562 57
—_— A n
"Within subjects
Group - 261.000 261.000 1 61.22 p < 001
" . Error ‘ 243.000 4.263 57
‘N = 116 .

8Maximum developmental level rating = 10. ~

bMaximum social competency rating = 21.

!

£
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When statistically signit{cant tuteraction effects were found in

two-way and three-way analyses of varfancey the Tukey (WSD) Wholly

Stgniticant Ditterence follow-up prbcedure was uged (Myers, 1972). The

~

WSD allows for the simultanedus multiplg comparisons of differences
between means while controlling tor the family-wise Type 1 eryor ‘rate.

] «
When tegting hypotheses, the alpha level for each WSD comparison was set

’

at the .01 level.

. The cwnnﬁartﬂon;fof handicapped unq nonhandicapped children's
soc {al ‘und play behavior are presented in the original order of the
transactional hypotheses. Restatements of the hypotheses will precede
the present;tlon of results: When a two-way or three-way analysis of
variance tor dependent measures was performed to test Bimuitaneously two

or more hypotheses, the results of the analysis precede the hypotheses.

o ©

Compar tsons of Handicapping Conditions
Before comparisons of handicapped and nonhandicapped targ
childrgn's behaviors were méde. ghe homogeneity of the handicapped group
was éxamined'across the different handicapping conditions. One-way
‘analyses of variance for unequal n's were perfsrmed on the children's
social competency and developmental levels ratings. The summar; tablés
for these comparisons along with the group means are preséented in
Table 14. . ' !
Although there were no significant differences among'the children's
developmental levels acrosé the classification groups, there were
significant differences in tﬁe.children's social competency ratings at

the .01 level. The difference between the low incidence group

(X = 13.89) and the mental retardation and learning disability group

13

1(L3.

“y



81
[}
Table 14
¢ .
Comparisons of Subgroups
of -Handicapping Conditions
: : /
- S
Subgroups ) N | Social Rating X Development Levei&ﬁ
Speech impaired 172 12.23 5.41
1
- Physically lmpaired - 8 12.75 ) 6.00
Mentally retarded and
. learning disabled 8 10.14 3.29
] Emotionally disturbed. 7 10.57 ’ 6.57
Developmentally delayed 9 13.00 . 4.6
! Low {ncidence conditions? 9 13.89 . 6.22
f
Analysis of Variance:
Comparisons of §Joclal Competency Ratings
v b et e memm = v e mmmmAan = mmame o — A < -
Source S8 MS df F ratio P
Subgroup 82.016 16.403 5 3.35 0.01
Error 250.019 4.902 ° 51
- -~ et
- © Analysis ofe¥9riance:
Comparison of Developmental Levels
Source SS . MS df F ratio P
" Subgroup J  54.693 10.939 5 1.79 _ 0.13
' Error ~310.816 6.094 ¥ 51
; [ 4
Note. One child's handicapping condition was not' reported; g - 57
8Hearing impaired, visually impaired, health impaired \
L
) . . \/ . o Wy
\
A

¢
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(X = 10.14) exceeded the WSD critical value of the .0l level. None of,
\ < .
rhe oth®r classitfication groups were slgnificantly different from one
)

-

another. \
y -

Based on the results of the above comparisons, the handicapped

children across tbF different classification conditions were considered

- sufficliently siniﬁa[ on antecedent child characteristics to constitute
-~ v

a slngle group with n of 58.

Comparisons of Active and Pagsive Interactions

Analysis of variance. In a two-way analysis of variance for

dependent measures, handicﬁppgd and nonhandicapped children's levels of

4

actlve social interaction and passive social interaction were compared.

> ~

_Two significant effects weré found: A group X activity interaction

(F = 15.48y df = 1,57) and an activity main effect (F = 42.22, df =

1,57). Tablg 15 presents the complete summary table of the analysis
/

of variance.

- /e

Fo¥low-up procedure. Since the group X aétivity effect was

}

significant, the differences between the cell means (Activeﬂi = 13,51,

Passiveui = 41.05, AétiveNi = 23.70, Paasiveni - 34.29) were~compared to

the WSD critical values at the .01 level, 7.21 for group effects at the
«

* levels of activity add 9.52 for activity effects at levels of group.

The results of the analysis of variance and WSD comparisons were

sed to test ﬁypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. ,

‘ L 3

R :

Hypothesis 1. There will be no diffexence between the numbers of
intervals‘handicapﬂ?d children'and_nonhandi apped children engage 1in
active‘socia&'1nteract10n with their peer§<

Q9 - Y b " '
£]{U: ’ | / ~l(1 i .

-
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Comparisons of Groups on Active and Passive Interactions

Mean Number of Intervals

—

Active 'fassive
“
Handicapped 13.51 4}ﬁ05
Nonhandicapped 23.70 34.29
) ¥

Analysis of Variance Summary Table

A

MS df

»

Source MS df ¥ P
Between subjects :
Error 165.7366, 57
Within subjects )
Group '171.2088 1 1.00 0.322
Error . 171.2543 57 )
+ Activity 21,080.7400 1 42.22 < .01
Error , 499.3428 57
Group X Activity 4,167.5800 - 1 15.48 < .01
Error. 2691565 57
/
Note;. N = 116

MS (Error)'for

220.2054 (df =
384.2497 (df =

q
simple effects:’

108) Group effects at levels of Activity
104) Activity effects at levels of Group

\
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The difference between Acfiveu(l3.51) and'ActiveN(23.70) exceeded
the WSD critical value at the .01 level. The null hypothesgis was

rejected; nonhandicapped children engage 1in more active Bocial behaviors

than do handicapped children.

intervals handicapped and nonhandicapped children spend in passive
social interaction. | J

Although the significant main effect of aktivity showed that both
groups of children spent more time in passive social interaction than
in active social interaction, the difference'betheen the means Passivey

(i = 41.05) and PassiVeN(i = 34.29) did not exceed the WSD critical

value for the .0l level. Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Comgq£}80ns of Initiatiqg_and‘Receivin Interactions

Analysis gf variance. A two-way analysis of variance for dependent

-measures was used to compare handicabped and nonhandicapped children's
levels of initiating and receiving .social interaction with peers. Two
significant effects were found: A group X direction interaction
(F = 38.31; df = 1,57). Table 16 presents the summary of this analysis.

-
- '

Follow-up procedure. Since the group X direct interaction was

significant:”the differences between group X directiqn means (Initiatesy
X = 6;93;.Reoeivesﬂi = 3.71; InitiafesNi = 9.68; Receivesﬁf = 3,52) were
compared to the WSD’critical values for the .01 level. For simple

effects of group the criéical value was 2.66 whiie fér'simple effects of

direction the eritical value was 2.64.

3

T
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Table 16 e e

Comparison of Groupglon Direction of Interactions with Peers’

h ~

O
C o e e e e et e e ean 5 A & ° e e W U S R

Mean Number of Interyals

Group - Initlates . Recelves
Handicapped . . 6.93 . « 3,71
Nonhandicapped . 9.8 13052

e o at—— v —— —— R . e : <

Analysis of Variance Summary:Téble

N T , } R T _
Source o oMs) df ¥ P
Betéeen sub jects
Error 63.67900 .57
Wwithin subjects \
 Group 95.56545 1 . 2.8 0410
Error 33.89212 . 57 © - o
Direction -"1,276.05500 . 1 . 38.31 < 0.0l .
Error 33.31073 . 57 B TN
» Group & Direction 125.00890 1w - 4.83 . 0.03
Error 25.88487- 57 . . .~ R
Note,. N = 116 | ' .

Noters. MS (Error) for.simple. effgcts:

2

29.88500 (df = 111) Group effects at levels of Direction
29.59780 (df =112) Direction effects at levels of Group

[ [
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» . . .
The results of the anglysis of variance and ¥SD comparisons were

X N3 . N

. r e
uged to test Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis %. . '
. T .

-

Hypothesis 3. There will be no difference between the numbers of"
_ _ . . .
Antervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children \
initiate social ;qteractions with other children.

The d}fferenle between the means Initiatesu.and InitiatésN, in ooty
exceeding the WSD critical value, was siénificant at the .01 level.
The hypothesis was not supported; handicapped children initiated fewer
inte;aciions with other children than did-nonhandicapped children. . :

= In testing the difference between direction main effect means ,
(Initiates X = 8.30 and Receives X - 3.61), the difference exceeded the «
wSDAcritical'value, 2.05, for the .01 level. Both the handiqapped anid

nohﬁéndicapped target groups initiated more social interaction with

their peérs than they received from their peers.

Hypothesié~ﬁ, There will be no difference between the numbers of
{ntervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children

" Yeceive social interactions from their peers.

The difference between the means of interactions received for

[N

-handicapped children (Receiveaux = 3.71) and nhnhahdicapped children ”

(Recei;ésgi - 3:52) did not exceed the WSD critical value. The

.hybothésié was supported.

L4

1

Comparisons of Interactions by Partner and Affect’

L Y : . ¥
patterng of interactigns by -

@nakye’.{._o_f_ variance.. Tb-examine the
social pértner (i.e., handicapped, nonkandicapped, or mixed groups of

other children) and affect (%,e., positive and negative interactions),

t
!
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-

+a three-way analysis of variance for dependent measures was performed.

]

The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 17. All three main

effects and three interaction effects wére significant.

Follow-up procedure. With the significant triple interaction,
group X partper X affect (F = 4.61, df = 2,114), the WSD comparisons
were pgrformed on the differences between cell means. These means are
presented in Table 18. The WSD critical values were: group at)levels
of partner, 3.37; group at levels of affect, 2.94; partner at levels of
group, 4.72; partner at levels of affect, 4.95; affect at levels of
group, 3.23; and affect at levels ;f partner, 3.85.

The results of the three-way analyses of variance aﬁd WSD

comparisons were used to test Hypotheses 5-8.

Hypothesis 5. There will be no difference among the number of
intervals nonhandicapped children 1nteracf with handicapped peers,
nonypndicapped peers, and mixed groups of peers.

” The WSD comparisons were conducted in the following manner. The
differences between qpnh;ndicapped chilﬂren'p ﬁéans of positive social
intéractions with handiéapped children (X = é.39), nonhandicapped
children (i.- 17.42), and mixed groups of chlléren (X = 4.28) were
compared to the WSD critical value, 6.72.' Nonhandjcapped children had.“
a greater number of positivé inte;actions with ﬁonhandicapped chiidren
than they did.with either han&icapped children or'miied groups of
children. The differenceg between‘nonhandicappéd target children's

negative éocial interactions with handicapped children (i = 0.45),

nonhandicapped children (X = 1.70), and mixed groups (X = .041) were
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Table 17
Summary of Analysis of Variunce
Compar ing .
Target Group X Social Partner X Attect
Source MS df F P
Between sBubjects
Error 74.37306 R 57
Within subjects N
Group 480.00560 1 12.38 : 0.001
Error 38.77068 57
Partner 2,919.54800 2 30.02 0.000
Error 97 23738 114
Group X Partner ‘ #10.90780 2 3.81 0.025
Error 55.35428 114
Affect 5,355.19400 1 98.52 0.000
Error | 54.35359 57 \0
Group X Atfect 462.88740 1 13.49 0.001
Error ' 34.32112 517
Partner X Affect 1,842.99100 2 26.22 0.000
Error 70.27643 114 '
Group X Partner X _ .
Affect 202.23510 - 2 4.61 0.012

Error 43.82839 114

Note. N = 146
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. Table 18 . |

Mean Number of Intervals of Interactions by Sbcial Partner and Affect

<+

o

Soclal Partner

e e e e R - -

i

Handicapped - Nonhandicapped Mixed
¢ ~
Affect Positive Negative Positive  Negative Positive  Negative .
Target Group X X X X X X,
Handicapped 2.41 0.53 10.03 1.67 1.77 0.26
. _ - - . _
Target Group X X X X ’ X X
Nonhandicapped Z/ 2.39 0.45 17.42 1.70 4.28 0.41
Note. N = 116
1Y
~
] }
& Lo ;%& ;
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mixed groups of children. Finally, nonhandicapped children had a

3 N 90

compared to the WSD critical value, 4.72. There weré.uﬂ'signifiéﬂnt
diffgrences. Finpliy, the differe;ce between nonhandich}ped target
uﬁildrcn's posltiv; soc{al interactions (X = 17.42) and negative
fnteractions (i.- 1.70) with no;hundicappqq childrep were compared to
the WSD cricical value, 3.23. This difference was significant:
nonhandicapped children had more positive social interactions Qith
nonhand {capped peers than negative soctal interactions.

The results of th;;e comparisons led to the following conclusions.
Nonhéndduapped térget children had significantly more positi‘z
1nt;rnctions with nonhandicapped children than with elther hén icapped
vhiizreu or mixed groups of handicapped and nonhandicapped chil%réﬁ..

There were no differences”in the numbers of negative social interactions

nonhandicapped target~children had with handicapped, nonhandicapped, or

s%ggificaﬁ!ly greater number of positive interactions than negative
K
interactions with nonhandicapped children. Hypothesis 5 was not

supported.

Hypothesis 6. There will be no difference among the numbers of
intervals handicapped children interact wigh handicapped peers, non-
h#ndicapped peers, and mixed groups of peers.

The WSD comparisons were conducted in the following order. The
differences between handicapped children's positive social interactions
with handicapped children (iﬂf 2.41), nonhandicapped children X =
10.03), and mixed groups of children (i'- 1.]7) were compared to the
WSD critical'.value, 4.72. Handicapped childrep had a greater number of

positive social interactions with nonhandicapped peers than they did

~
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with handicapped peers or mixed groups. There were no significant

Jifferancee in the -number of negative social interactions hundicﬁpped
chiidren had with the thrée groups nf socialhbartncrs. Finally, the
difference between handicapped children's positive interactions

. (i = 10.03) und'negative lnteructioﬁs (i = 1.67) with nonhundiédpped
children was compared to the WSD critical value, 3.23: This difference
was significant at the .01 level.

o .
The results of these comparisons led to the following conclusions.

Handicapped children have significantly more p;Bltive-lnterucfions with
hbnhandfcapped children than with either handicapped children or mixed
groups o% handlqappcd and nonhandicapped children. There were no
differences in the number of negative interactions handicapped target
children had with handicapped, nonhandicapped, orlmixed groups of
childreni And finally, handicapped children had more positive than
negative iInteractions with noﬁhandicapped children: Hypothesis 6 was

i

not supported. '

4

Hypothesis 7. There will be no difference betwee; the numSers of
intervals in which handicapped children and ﬁonhandicapped children have
positive‘interactionh with their peers.

The following WSD comparisons were performed. The differences
between: (a) handicapped child;gn's (X = 2.41) and nonhandicapped
children'? (X = 2.3?)'posit1ve interactions with handicapped children;
‘(b) handicapped childrenfu;(iz- 10.03) and nonhandicapped children's
(X = 17.42) positive interactions with nonhandicapped children; and

(c) handicapped children's (X = 1.77) and nonhandicapped children's

(X = 4.28) positive social interactions with mixed groups of children
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were compared to the WSD criticad value, 3.37. The only difference

which exceeded the critical value was that between handicapped and

nonhand lcapped children's posi{ive interact fons with nonhandicapped
W

peers. The hypothesis received partial support. /Nonhandicapped target

_childrcn had more positive interactions than did handicapped children;

but this difterence was only signiticant when the social partner was a

nonhandicapped child. \

\

Hypothesis 8. There will be no difference between the numbers Qf
intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children have
negative interactions with their peers.

+ The following WSD comparisons were made. The differenceé between:

(a) handicapped chiidren“k (Y = 0.53) and nonhandicapped children's

‘{i = 0.45) negatlve social interactions with handicapped children;

(b) hundisgpped children's (X = 1.67) and nonhandicapped children's
(X = 1.70) negative interactions with néhhandicapped children;

(¢) handicapped children's (X.= 0.26) and nonhandigapped children's .
(i = Q.Al) negatiye socdal interactions with mixed groups of children

were compared ta the WSD critical value, 3.37 Hypothesis 8 was

\\)
supported.

-

Theré were no significant differences in the number of handicapped

and nonhandicapped tafget Child;e‘rs negative social interactions with
. .

handicapped or nonhandicapped children or mixed groups of children.

P

Comparisons of Levels of Social Play x

- LA N
Analysis.of variance, A two-way analysis of variance for

dependent measures was performed to compare the groups of ghildren on

.

9 | y .

t Iy
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eight levels of social play behaviors. The data were entered as the
proport ionsg of total time the éhlldren were scored at each play behavior.
The eight play beﬁavtors were taken from the meagure of Soctal
Orlentthon.° These behaviors were: Unécvupied (A), Intent on
Indtvidual Activlty.(B), Strongly Intent on Individual Activity (C),
‘Parallel Play (D)), Assqctatlve Play (D,), Cooperative Play (Dj),
Social Onlooker (E), and Engaged with Adulis (F). The analysis of
variance summary table 1s presented in Table 19. There werg two "

~

significant effects: A group X level Interaction (F = 4.71, df = 7,339)

and a main effect of level (F = 47.91, df = 7,399).

)

Follow-up procedure. The WSD comparisons were pérformed on the

difference between the cell means presented in Table 19. The WSD
critical value, 9.76 was exceeded by only one mean difference. This
difference was between the handicapped children's level of associative

play (X = 13.92) and the nonhandicapped children's level of associative

play (X = 23.67).

Hypothesis 2. There will be no differences bethen the handi-.

A

\

capped children's and the nonhandicapped children's level of social

play. . "

Although nonhandicappeq children spent a greater proportion of
their time in associative play than did handicapbed children, tﬁere

were no other level differences thﬁt were statistically significant.

An okdering of each ggoup:s means from highest to lowest is presented in
Table 20. The similarity of these orderings, combiﬁed with the finding

of only one statistically significant between-group difference, suggests

o ‘ ﬂ | Li
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’ Table 19 “
Comparisons of Groups on Levels of Social Play,
Mean Proportions of Intervals
Levels of Social Play
, A B C D, D, D; E F
Handicapped 3.84 7:51 3.99 25.82 13.92 4.21 12.70 22.27
N , ' 14
Nonhand {capped 1.7 7.82 5.59 23.41 23,67 5.42 8.20 19.86
Source . M5 df - F P
' )
Between subjgcts
Error ' 11.822620 ;;rf’““\\
Within subjects
Group 7.298790 1 . 1.30 0.26
~
" Error . 5.619525 57 ,
Level 8,241.188000 7 47.91 < .01
Error 172.010100 399 .
Group X Level 561.192400 7 471 < ,01
Error - 119.015500 399

Note,. N =t116

Note,. MS (Error) fpf simple effects: _
N : B

104.8410 (df = 404) Group effects for lefels of Levels

145.5128 (df = 772) Level effects for levels of Group

A4




Tgble 20

Ordered Mean Proportions of Intervals

\ - ~ v
N,/ . of Levels of Social Play
r ) /‘\
\ Handicapped . Nonhandicapped
Highest X Highest X
D, Parallel play _ 25.82 D, Associative play 23.67
F Engaged with adults 22.27 ' D; . Parallel play 23.41
D, Associative play 13.92 F Engaged with adults 19.86
E Onlooker . 12.70 Jﬁ onlooker : 8.20
B Intent on individual activity - 7.51, B Intent on individual activity\' 7.82
D, Cooperative play * 4,21 C Strongly intent on individual
® activity .5.59
C Strongly intent on individual _ ) '
activity. t 3.99 Dy ‘kooperative ) 5.42
A Unoccupied 3.84 A-  Unoccupied . 1.71
Lowest ) Lowest
Note. n = 116 ¥y
—— - w
R
» ‘
o]

| | - B - 113



96 ~
that handicapped and nonhandicapped children had similar patterns of

socfal play. There appears no reason:tu reject the null hypothesis.

Comparisons of Avkrage Number of Children in Play Groups

Analysis of variance. The results of the two one-way analyses of

variance comparing the average number of children in the handicapped
children's play groups (X = 1.94) and nonhandicapped children's play
groups (X = 2.09); and the modal size of the play groups of handicapped
children (i = 1.64) and nonhandicapped children (i = 1.72) were not

significant at the .01 level.

the play groups of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

The differences failed to reach‘the statistical significance
necessary to reject the null hypothesis: There were no differences
bgfween the éize of the handicapped children's play groups and the

nonhandicapped children's play groups. The hypothesis was supported.

Comparisons of Intezactiohé with Adults

Analysis of variance.’' In the two-way analysis of variance

comparing the children's interactions initiated and received with_adults,
two results were significant--the group X direction interaction (F =
4.41, df = 1,57). and the direction main effect QE -« 10.55, df = 1,57).

Table 21 presents a complete summary table of this analysis.

Y .

Follow-up procedure. With the significant group X direction
interaction, the WSD comparisons e performed on the cell means. The

WSD criticé} values were 3.43 for simple group effects and 3.32 for

U_._;



97
Table 31
Comparisons of Groups on Ifiteractions with Adults p
’ -
Mean Number of Intervals
Group Initiates //) Recefves
Hangicapped X = 7.18 X = 12.07
Nonhandicapped X = 7.31 X = 9.00
Source Ms af F P
Between subjects
Error 88.9029 57
Within subjects
Group /0 125.3028 1 1.89 0.175
Error 66.2771 57
Direction ’ 629.3117 1 10.55 0.002
Error 59.6508 57
Grodp- X Ditéctton © 148.3199 1 L 4.41 0.040
Error 336465 57
T

Notel. N = l}f)

*

Note,.* MS (Ertror) for simple effects:

49.9618 (df = 103) Group effects at levels of Direction
46.64869 (df = 105) Direction effects at levels of Group
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simple direttion effects. -The'ftrstIWSD comparison was performed on the

-

difference bereen handicapped chlld;en’s (g = 7.18) and nonhandicapped
children's (X « 7.31) initiations of interaction with adults. This
difference did not exceed the WSD critical value. The second WSD
comparison was performed on the difference between the nqugr of
interactions handicapped children (X = 12.97) and nonhandicapped children
(X = 9.00) recetved from adults. This difference did not exceed the WSD
critical value for the .01 level.

The results of the two-way analysis of variance and WSD comparisons

are used to test Hypothesis 11 and Hypothesis 12.

Hypothesis 11. There will be no difference between the Jumbers of
intervals in which handicapped children and nonhandicapped children
initiate social interactiens with adults.
The differences between the number of_initiation for handj
and nonhandicapped childten failed to exceed the WSD critical Qalue.
The null hypothesié was accepted. The significant direction main effect
deméqstrates that both handicapped and nonhandicapped target children

received (i = 10.54) more interactions than they initiated (i = 7.25)

with adults.

Hypothesis 12. There will be no difference between the number of

< T . ’
intervals in which handicapped and nonhandicapped children receive
gocial Iinteractions from adults.

The direction main effect did show that both handicapped and non-

handicapped children received more interactions thagxthey initiated.

L
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However, the dtfference between handicapped children's and nonhandi-
capped children's number of intervals or interactiond received from

adults was not significant at‘the~;ﬂl level. The null hypothesis was

-

accepted,

/‘

\
»This Begfion presented the results of the analysed of variance and
t
: - '

WSD: comparisons uged to,geéﬁ the 12 tranﬁactional hypotheses. A summary

N _
of these hypotheses 1is presented in Table 22. The failure to establisgh

a conslﬂtent pattern of group differences between the gocial behaviors
of handic‘gped and nonhandicapped children has important implications
for the evaluation o?r;ocial integration efforts and for the program-
matic planning to promote social interaction, These implications will

The next séction, antecedent characteristics related to social

I

interaction, presents the results of stepwise regression analyses and
)

correlatfons performed to meet the third objective of this research.

This objective was to identify child, teacher, and program character-

istics that contribute to the successful social integration.of young

handicapped children. .

Antecedent Characteristics Related to Social Behavior

~

Overview of Methods

[N

In this section, the results of the tests of the four antecedent

L]

. m . -
questions are presenteéd, A series of stepwise multiple regregsions were
3 it

performed‘;o assess the extent to which'diffeyences in children's social

bqhaviofs could be explained by the brogram,~teacher, and child
- .
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Table 22.

Summary of Transactional Hypotheses

Hypothesis ) . ‘Supported/Rejected

,‘

"Child-child interactions -

There will be no difference between the rejected
‘numberg of intervals handicapped- children

and nonhandicapped children engage in active

social interactions with their peers.

There will be no difference between the supported
numberg of intervals handicapped children

and nonhandicapped children spend in passive

social interactions. \ '

There will be no difference b
number of intervals in which
children and nonhandicapped §¢
gsocial interactions with oth

rejecsged

There will be no difference between the supported
numbers of intervals in which handicapped

chjldren and nonhandicapped children receive

social interactions from their peers.

There will be no difference among the °’ rejected
numbers of intervals nonhandicapped. children

interact with handicdpped peers, nonhandi-
capped peers, and mixeg groups of handicapped
and nonhandicapped peers, - T

There will be no difference among the rejected
numbers of intervals handicapped children

interact with handicapped peers, nonhandi-

capped peers, and mixed groups of handi-

capped and nonhandicapped peers.

There will be no difference between the partially supported
numbers of intervals in which handicapped . :

children and nonhandicapped children have

positive interactions with their peers.

There will be no difference between the supported
numbers of intervals in whiéh handicapped :

children and nonhandicapped children have ?
negative interactions with their peets. - , N
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Table 22 (continued)

-

Hypothesis ‘ Supported/Rejected

9. There will be no difference between the partially supported
handicapped children's and the nonhandi- ‘
capped children's levels of social play.

10. There will be no difference between the supported

sizes of the play groups of handicapped
children and nonhandicapped children.

Child-adult interact’ions

11. There will be no difference between the supported
numbers of intervals in which handicapped
children and nonhandicapped children
initiate social interactions with adults.

12. There will be no difference between the supported
numbers of intervals in which handicapped
children and nonhadﬂicapped children receive
social interactions from adults.
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_ Selection of Dependent Variables

102

characteristics. Sep;rate regreasion analyses were performed on the

handlvupﬁed and nonhandicapped target children's behaviors to compare
the differential relat{onships thetir behaviors had to.thc antecedent

characterigtics.

Stepwise multiple regression analyses were conducted first
separately using program characteristics, teacher characteristics, and
child characteristics as the predictor or independent variablea. The
results of these anﬂlysea fdentified those characteristics within each
characteristic domain that were the best predictors of the children's
behaviors.

The program, teacher, and child charaéteristics that were the
best predictors, then, were reentered as independent variables in a
hierarchical stepwise regression analysis. The 1naependent variables
were entered in the following order based on the "Modifiability Index":,
program, teacher, and child characteristics. .

Entry criteria for all regression analyses were set at F ratio of

2.0 and intercorrelation tolerance level of .50.

>

To reduce the number of regression analyses, two child-behavior
‘measures were gelected to represent the indices of social interactions. L
This selection was based upon the number of significant inter-behavior
correlations. For both handicapped and nonhandicapped children the
number of active social interactions (ACTIVE) and average level of

-social play (SOCIAL) were significantly intercorrelated with the greatest

bt
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numbers of positive social behaviors. The results of these correlations

are presented in Table 23 and Table 24.

a

Program Characteristics

Predictors for ACTIVE, In the stepwise selection process for
program characteristics related to differences in the handicapped
children's active social interactions, ogly two 1ndependent variables
met the specified entry criteria. These program-characteristic predictor
variables were: the number of super play units and total number of
children prese;t. fable 25 presents the summary of this selection.

The F ratio, F(2,51) = 5.23, for thest variables was s;;nificant
at the .01 level although- the 52 was small (;17). The number of super
play units accounted for the greatest 52 change (.11), while the totél
number of children present contributed only .06 to the total R?. The
correlations of} ACTIVE for handicapped children with numb:} of super
‘ play units and total number of children~present were - .04 and .20,

. respectively.

Two program-characteristic predictor variables met the specified
criteria in the stepwise selection process. They were: the total
-humber of children present and number of adults present. Table 25
presents the summary of this selection analysis. ~

" The F ratio for the two variables, F(2,51) = 5.26, was significant

at the .01 level. The R? was .17 with number of adults present

13 L

contributimg .11 and total number of children present adding oniy .06.
The correlations of ACTIVE for nonhandicapped children were .25 with

total number of children and ~-.19 with number of adults present.

-

.“'ﬂ\

> .
~ -
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Table 23

Correlations of Social Integration Measures and
Average Levels of Social Play

-

¥ Hand. children's Nonhand. children's

Behaviors ‘ average levels average levels
of social play of soclal play
Positive interaction with ¢
w & LY
other children '55. 77
Positive interaction with e 6 Ix%
nonhandicapped children
Number of interactions initiated .36 % L49hx
Number of interactions received L25% L31x%
Active social interactions : L52%% . T9RR
Average number of children 48R % .04

Note. N = 116

* p % .05
** p s .01
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-

Table 24

s s

Correlations of Social Integration Measures
and Active Social Interactions

- ol Hand. children's Nonhand. children's
( Behaviors active social active social
interactions interactions

e e o e e st — e A e o e e n e e e e

ER 2

) Positive interactions with other

Ak Ak
children <94 -97
Positive interaction with nonhandi- .76** _BL*A
capped children
Positive 1nteract1.n with mixed L RR RN Ll
groups of children )
Interactions initiated LThRk . 70%*
Interactions received L25% . 39%%
Note. N = 116
*p : .05
*hp .01
¢
¢ r
-r.;\ 3
\
N\
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Table 25

~ Stepwise Regression to Select Program Characteristica
Predictive of Children's Active Social Interactien

S - +

Standardized
2 2 . a
Variable R R® change Coefficient coefficient F Value
Handicapped children
Number of super '
play units .11 .11 ~4.37 -0.37 ‘ 8.09
Total number of
children present -17 -06 0.53 0.24 3.49
Variable not meeting entry criteria: Numﬁer of adults present
Nonhandicapped children
Total number of 06 .06 1.66 0.41 8.26
children present j
Number of adults 17 11 -5.46 -0.37 6.81

present
Y

Variable not meeting entry criteria: Number of super play units

B4f£(2,51)

-1;?»)



" 107

“
For both handicapped and nonhandicapped children, program charac-
teristics were able to account for approximately the same proportion of
the variance, 17%. For handicapped children, the number ogméuper units
- was negatively correlated to the pumber ofxgctive soclal 1nteractionsf
This finding showed that handicapped children's levels of active social-
interaction decreased as the number of super play materials increased.
For nonhandicapped children, the nﬁmber of adults present was negatively
correlated with the number of active social interactions. Nonhandi-
capped children had fewer active social interactions with peers as the

«

number of adults in the classroom increased.

Predictors for SOCIAL. In the stepwise selection process for
program characteristics relPted to handicapped children's average level
of social plé;i three predictor variables met the entry criteria: total
number of children present, number of complex play units, ané number of
barriers. Table 26 presents a summary of this selection.

The F ratio, F(3,50) = 4.89 was significant at the \01 level;
¥ the R? was .23. Number of barriers accounted for the greatest R2
change (.08): but total number o‘f.'éhild'ren pregent and number of complex
units both made contributioné to the total R? of .07.

The correlations of SOCIAL for handicapped children were .27 with

number of children present, .18 with number of complex play units, and

-.18 with number of barriers. : . _ e e

N . R
+ - <M ghy . ¢ LN

The stepwise selection féi programdcharacteristiés related to "
nonhandicapped children's average level of social play did not find

predictors which met the entry criteria.
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Table 26

Stepwise Regression to Select Program Characteristics
Predictive of Average Levels of Q:jial Play

Variable

R? R? change

Coeffictent

Standardized F value®

coefficient
Handicapped children
Total number of
children present 07 .07 0.86 .40 9.40
Number of complex . i
play units 14 .07 1.53 ‘\,34 6.56
Number of barriers .23 .08 -1.06 - ~.30 5 52

Variables not meeting entry criteria:

Number of multiplex play units
Number of adultg present

Nonhandicapped children

Note. Variables fiot meeting entry criteria:

Total number of children present
of adults present

Number
Number
Number
Number

of barriers

of complex play units
of multiplex play units

24£(3,50) -
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Although program characteristics were not related to nonhandicapped
children's average level of social play, the three program character-
fstics: total number of children present, number of complex play units,
and number of barriers, did account for 23X of the variance of handi-
capping children's average level of play. It appears that handicapped
children's levels of social play are more highly related to program

characteristics than are nonhandicapped children's levels of soclal play.

Antecedent Question 1. Are there differences in program

characteristics which are correlated to levels of child behavior?

Of all the program characteristics selected in the‘angi;ses above,
:@ﬁwogkx_one was statistically significant at the .01 level. This correla-
-fl&n was the number of super play units correlated with handicapped

children's active gocial behavior. Program characteristiés could oély

14

predict 17X of the variance of active social interactions.

Teacher Characteristics

Predictors of ACTIVE. In the stepwise selection for teacher

characteristics for handicapped children's active social interaction,
;;ﬁehbf the prediétéf; ﬁét the entry é?itérig.-. S
Phree teacher-characteristics predictor variables met the entry
criteria of ths stepwise selection procedure for teaéher-éharacter~
istics related to nonhandicaﬁpad'childrenWs levels of active social
interaction., These were: teacher's attitude, tescher's experience,
and teacher's training. Table .27 presents g summary of the selection

analysis.




> 110

Table 27

Siepwise Regression to Select Teacher Characteristics
Predictive of Children's Active Social Interactions

Standardi zed hd 3

a 2 2 a
Variable R R® change Coefficient coefficient F value
Handicapped children
Variables not meeting entry criteria:
Teacher's perceived competency
Teacher's attitudes
Teacher's experience
o Teacher's training
. Nonhand{capped children
Teacher's attitude 11 .11 -2.19 -0.32 6.30
Teacher's training .15 .04 4.66 0.25 3.64
]
Teacher s .19 .04 ~1.57 -0.22 2.78

experience

Variable not meeting entry criteria: Teacher's perceived competency

84f (3, 50)

§ o~
) .
v N ").j
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The F ratio, F(3,50) = 4.05, for the three teacher characteristics
was significant at the .05 level; however, the__li2 only reached .19.
Teacher's attitude accounted for the greatest proportion of the total
52. ..The correlations of nonhandicapped children's average level of
social play were: -.09 with teacher's attitudes, —~.13 with teacher's
experience, and .19 with teacher's training. These correlations are not
gignificant at the .01 level.

Although teacher characteristics were not highly related to handi-
capped children's active social interactions, three teacher character-
{stics: teacher's attitude, teacher's experience, and teacher's
training were able to account for 19% of the variance of nonhandicapped
children's active social interactions. It appears that‘teacher
characteristics were more highly related to the levels of active social

interactions of nonhandicapped children than to those of handicapped

children,

Predictors for SOCIAL. In the stepwise selection procedure, none

of the teacher characteristic predictor variables met the entry level
¢ri;eria.”

From the.selection process, two teacher-characié;igtic-prédicfof
variablés ﬁet the criteria for entry: teacher's attitude gnd teacher's
experience. The F ratio for these variables, F(2,51) *6.15, was N
significant at the .01 level. The RZ was .19. Teacher's attitude
acecounted for almost all of the total RZ, with a Bﬁjéhange of .16. The
results of thé selection procedure are summarized in Table 28. Of the

5

correlations of nonhandicapped children's level of social play with
\ T

L3 1
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Table 28

Stepwise Regression tomSeleét Teacher Characteristics
Predictive of Average lLevels of Social Play

Standardized
‘coefficient

e e T T e e e e e e e

Var{able R?° R? change Coefficient F value?

Handicapped children

R it T T e PO e PO —————————— S U

Variables not meeting entry criteria:

Teacher's percelived competency
Teacher's attitudes

Teacher's experience
Teacher's training

Nonhandicapped children

N S
Teacher's attitudes .16 T .16 -1.61 -.39 9 .45
Teacher's '
experience .19 .03 . ~0.78 -.18 n02

Variables not meeting entry criteria:

Teacher's perceived,compeiency
Teacher's training

84£(2,51) ,
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S -
teacher's attitude (r = -.40) and teaché%'s experience (¢ = ~.,21), only
et ’ . .
the first was significant at the .0l level. e o

»

Antecedent degtion L Are thng teacher characteristics that are

[ .4
assoclated with the child's level of social behavior?

From the results of the selection of teacher characteristics

related to the levels of social play ofﬁkandicqpped and nonhandicapped
I.. . *‘

\

‘children, it appears that teacher characteristics are more highly

related to nonhandicapped children's levels of so play. Teacher's
attitude and teacher's experience could account only for variance in

: 1
the nonhandicapped children's average level of social play. These

“variablek, however, could only predict 19% of the variance.

b8

~

Child Characteristics

-
Predictors for ACTIVE. When child charadteristics were entered

into the stepwise selection procedure as predictor variabled for
handicapped children's active social 1nteraction;.\2nly social competency,
and sex met the entgy criteria. Thejr F ratio, F(2,55) = 3.80, was

significant at the .0l leyel, however, and ‘the RZ (.12)' was very small.

*

The summary of these results are found in Table 29. The correlations of

handicappig children's active social interactions with gocial competency
(r = .30) and sex (r = -.13) were not significant at the ;01 level.
L

. Tha twq child—char?cteristic predictor varlables that met the

s

criteria of the stepwiwp selection procedure for nonhanaicapped

)

thildren's acfive social interactions were,age and sex. For these
v;riablea,'tﬂelg ?atio;_!(Z,SS) * 3,49, was not significant at the\.Ol
. . ,

level and thelgg,waa very smail’(.ll)i Table 29 presents a summary of

] Y

/ N "
. ' N s



Stepwise Regression to Select Child Characteristica
Predictive of Active Social Interactions

Table 29

i
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L

variabl 2 2 : Standardized a
ariable R R cthge Coefficient coefficient F value
Handicapfed children
Child's social .09 .09 1.29 0.33 6.61
competency rating
Child sex 12 .03 4. b4 -0.18 2.05
Varigbles not meeting entry criteria: ) /
Child's age
Child's birth order
Preschool experience
Child's Developmental Level
i -
Nonhandicapped children
Child's age .08 .08 0.63 0.33 6.26
Child's sex .11 .03 ~8.27 -0.19 2.02
L]
Variables not meeting entry criteria:
Child's birth order
Preschool experience Y

Child'as social competency
Child's developmental level

84£(2,55)
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these results. The correlations of nonhandicapped children's active

social interactions with age (r = .28) and sex (r = -.11) were not

significant at the .01 level.

the results of the stepwise selections of child character-
iatics relatled to children's active social interactions, child charac-

! .4 4 V] hl - "3

teristics apgeared to account for little or none of varisdnce of active

gocial interfactions.

Predictors for SOCIAL. In the stepwise selection procedure for
child-characteristic predictor variables for handicapped children's
average level of social play, two variables, developmental level and
sex, met the entry criterion. The F ratio, F(2,55) = 4.43), for thesé\}
variables was significant at the .0l levei; however, the 32 (.14) was
small. Neither the correlations of handicapped children's average
levelhéf social play with developmental level (r = .31) nor the
correlations w{th sex (r = -,22) was significant atzé§;§.01 level,
Table 30 presents a summary of the selection procedure. |

Two child-characteristic predictor variables met the entry criteria
in the stepwise selection procedure. These were the child's age and sex.
However, the F ratio, E(2,55) = 2.96, for the two child characteristics
failed to reach the .01 level of significance. The g? (.10) was
eitremely small. Neither the correlations of nonhandicapped children's
average levei of social play with age (5 = _22) nor the correlations
with sex (r = -.16) was significant at the .01 level.

From the reau1t1 of the stepwise selections of. child character-

f
istics related to child's average levels of social play, child
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Table 30

Stepwine Regression to Select Child Characteristics
Predictive of Average Levels of Social Play

Standardized F valued®

1abl 2 2
Variable R<  R“ change Coefficient coefficient
Hand icapped children
Child's develop- )
mental level .10 .10 1.24 .30 5.62
Child's sex .14 .04 -4.63 ~.20 2.52
Variables not meeting entry criteﬂia:
Child's age
Child's birth order
Preschool experience
Child's soclal competency
Nonhandicapped children
[ o
Child's age .05 .05 0.32 .28 44
Child's sex .10 .05 -6.00 -.02 2.84

Variables not meeting entry criteria:

Child's birth order
Preschool experience
Child's social competency
Child's developmental level

84£(2,55)
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characteristics appeared to account for very little of the variance of

children's average level of social play.

Antecedent Question 2. Are there differences in child character-
istics that are correlated to levels of child behavior?

The correlations of (a) children's active soclial interdction with
child characteristics selected as predictor variables and (ﬁ) children's

average level of social play with child characteristics selected as

predictor variables were not significant at the .01 level.

Overview. In the preceding sections: Program Characteristies,
Teacher Characteristics, and Child Characteristics, the stepwise
selections of the ant;gédent charaéteriétics which were the best
predictora.Bf child behavior within each domain‘ﬁere identified. The

antecedent characteristics 1dent1f1ed-were used as fthe across-domain

e

AN

independent or predictor variables in four separate hierarchical stepwise
regression analyses.

The dependent variables in the four analyses were: (a) handicapped
children's levels of active social interactions, (b) nonhandicapped
children's levels of ;ctive social 1nteract13na, (c) handicapped
children's average levels of social play, and (d) nonhandicapped‘
children's average leQela of social pl;y. The order in which the

across~domain antecedent characteristics were entered into the stepwise

‘regression analyses was based on the 'Modifiability Index' or ease in

which the characteristics could be modified. The order specified was:
(a) Program Characteristics, (b) Teacher Characteristics, and (c) Child

Charactaristics.

15:)
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The results of these regression analyses were used to answer the
antecedent question 3: "Are there differences in antecedent character-
{stics which are predictive of differences in the levels of child
behaviors for handicapped and nonhandicapped chiidren?"

Comparfisons of thé regression equations derived for: (a) handi-
Cappéﬂ children'sllevel of active social interactions and nonhandicapped
children's levels of active social interactions, and (b) handicapped
children's average levels of social play and nonhandicapped children's
average levels of social play were made. Tﬁo comparisons were made:

(a) "Which variables entered the equations for handicapped and non-
handicapped children?' and (b) ."When thé same indepéndent variables
appeared in the regression-equations for both handicapped and nonhandi-
capped childrén, were the magnitudes of the regression coefficients the
same?" The results of thege comparisons were also used to provide
preliminary answers to the antecedent question 4: '"Are there antecedent

characteristics that are differentially related to the patterns of

gocial behaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped children?"

kS

Models for levels of active social interactiong. The results of

the within-domain stepwise selections were usedﬂto identify the

following prédictor variables: (a) total number of children present,

(b) number‘of adults present, (c) number of super play units,

(d) teacher's attitude, (e) teacher's experience, (f) teacher's training,
(g) child's social competency, (h) child's age, and (i) child's sex. ‘
These nine antecedent charactériatica were used as the independent
variables in the two hierarchical stepwise regression anal;sea performed

separately on handicapped children's leveis of active social interaction

L]

4

Nl,g‘l \‘ .
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and nonhand{capped children's levels of active social interactions, The
results of thege regression analyses are presented in the following two
sections. A liberal and a conservative adjusted R2 value aré provided
in Appendix G.

Table 31 presents the results of the hierarchical stepwise
regression analyais for handicapped children's 1eve1; ;f active social
interactions. Of the nine independent variables, only three (number of
super play units, child's soclal competency, nnh’total number of
children present) met the entry criteria. The overall F.}atio, F(3,50) =
4.78, was significant at the .01 level. The R2 was .22. | \

The results of the hierarchical stepwise regression analysis for
nonhandiéapped children's levels of active social 1nter9ction8 are
presented in Table 32. Of the nine independent variables, five
‘'variables (total number of children present, ndmber of adults present,
teacher's attitudes, teacher's training, and teacher's experiénce) met

the entry criteria. The overall F ratio for this equation, F(5,48) =

4.13, was significant at the .01 level. The 52 was .31.

Models for average levels of social play. The results of the
within-domaiﬁ.stepwise aeiections identified the following predictors:
(a) total number of children, (b) number of complex play units,

(c) number of multiplex play units, (d) number of barriers, (e) number

of adults present, (f) teacher's attitudes, (g) teacher's experience,
(h)\ﬁeachcr's training, (1) child's developmental level, (j) child's

age, and (k) child's sex. These eleven antecedent characteristics were
used as the independent variables in two hierarchiéal btepwige.régresaion

[y

analyses performed separately on handicapped children's average levels
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Table 31

Stepwise Regresdion Model for Handicapped Children's
Active Social Interactions

'Standgrdlzed

Variabl 2 R2 Coef _ F valued
arlable . R R< change <Coefficient coefficient v

“umber of super

play units .07 .07 -3.67 -0.31 5.63
Child's soclal
. competency -18 11 0.90 0.24 - 3.40
Total b

otal number of .22 .04 0.46 0.21 2.68

children present

Variables not meeting entry criteria:
\

' Number of adults
‘Teacher's attitudes
* Teacher's experience
Teacher's training
Child's age
Child's sex

34£(3,50)

Qi& W
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Table 32 ///

Stepwige Regression Model for Nonhandicapped Children's
Active Social Interactions

Variable R? R? change Coefficient Standardired p ,,j,e2
coefficient
Total number of O t ’

‘ children present -04 yAP“ 1.35 0.33 >.85 A
Number of adults ‘ ‘
present .11 ¢ ..07 ~4.37 ~-0.30 4.58

~ Teacher's attitude .21 1'11 -1.80 -0.26 4.50
Teacher's training .27 .04 4.31 0.23 ;o 3.39
Teacher's o '
exparience .31 .04 -1.16 -0.16 ;.64
Variables not meeting entry criteria:

Number of super play units
Child's age
Child's sex \

Child's social competency

24f(5,48)
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of social play and nonhandicapped children's average levels of social
play. " The results of these regression analyses are presented in two
sections, A liberal and a congervative adjusted R? value are provided
in Appendix G.

Table 33 presents thf results of the hierarchical stepwise
regreasién analysis for ;andicapped children's average levels of social
play. ©Only five of the eleven independent varisbles met the entFy
criteria. These five variables were: total number of children, number
of barriers, child's developmental level, number of complex play units,
and number of multiplex playjﬁnltg. The regression equation formed by
these variables had a overall F ratio, F(5,48) ; 4.32, that was
significan; at the .0l level and R2'of .31. |
. When the eleven antecedent characteristics were used as indepen&ent
variables in the hierarchical steéwise regression analysis of nonhandi-
c;pped children's ave;age levels of social play, only two, teacher's
attitudes and teacher's experience, met the entry criteria. Table 34
provides a summary of Che results Of‘thil regression analysis. This
two-variable regression equation had a F ratio of, F(3,51) = 6.15. This Z\:

F value was significant a&%thg .01 level. The 5? for this equation was

4194 *

>

‘Antecedent Question 3., Are there differences in program, teacher,
and child characteristics that are predictive of differences in fﬁe
levels of child behaviors for'handicapped and nonhandicapped children?

" The proportions of total child-behavior variance that were

id

. e
predicted by the four hierarchical regression models suggest a qualified

yes aﬁswﬁr to this question. The regression equations for predicting

-

- ) ' -
. 4 . : e
2 .

v

Y
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Table 33

Stepwise Regression Model for Handicapped Children's
Average Levels of Social Play

S tandardizsd

2 2 ' F lue®
Variable R®  R? change Coefficlent coefficient value
P ) "gg_:ﬁ
-Total number of '
_children present .07 .07 0.68 .32 5.75
Number of complex ‘
olay units .14 .07 1.56 34 g 7.3
. _ ) KR
Child's develop 18 - .05 1.00 L2 3.69
mental level e
- \ , . f@
Number of Barrieqs .23 .08 -0.79 -2 2.97
Number of.multiplgx . :
play units | .31 .03 1.69 .18 2.18
o~
Variables not qﬁgting entry criteria:
e Number of adults present v

Teacher's attitudes

Teacher's experience

Teacher's training k]
+* Child's age

Child's sex

R4£(5,48) °

( : “
.

v ST e
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Table 34 :
w _ , )
Stepwise Regression Model for Nonhandicapped Children's
Average Levels of Social Play

¢
em 3
Variable R? R? change Coefficient’ Standardized g y4)ea
coefficient
Teacher's attitude .16 16 ~1.61 ~0.39 9.45
T her'
eachier o 19 .03 ~0.79 ~0.18 2.02

experience
Variables not meeting entry criteria: /

Number of barriers

Rumber of complex play units
Number of multiplex play units
Total number of children present
Number of adults present =
Teacher's training

Child's age

Child's sex

Child's developmental level

B4€(2,51)
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the levels of active soclel interactions accounted for 22X and 31X of
the total child-behavior variance fo;fhandicapped children and nonhand{i-
capped children, respectively. Based upon the kﬁowledge of the ante-
cedent characterk&tics'ln the regression equations, appfoxiﬁately one-

fifth to one-third off the differences in children's levels of active

~

Y

social interactions fcould be ptedicted.

The predictioN of differences in children's average levels of
’ A

,
\

social plaf from the antecedent-characterfstic regresdsion equations was
more powerful for handicapped children's social play behavior than for
nonhandicapped children's sggcial play behavior.// The regression
equation for predicting handicapped children's average levels of social

“'piéywézéouﬁtéd'fdrFBIZ of the total child-behavior variance, Wwhile the
corresponding regression equatiqn for diffefences in nonhandigcapped
children's average levgls of social play accounted for only 19 of the
total child-behavior variance. It does appear that thgre are differen-
tial prehictors of handicaéped and nonhanﬂicapped children's social
behaviors. :

Although perfect prediction oé levels of child behavior Qould not
be achie;ed fro; only the knowledgé of tﬁ) levels of the antecedent
characteristics of the program, the teacher #nd the child, the sub—'
stantial probortions of the total c¢child-behavior Va¥;ancea accoﬁnted .
for b; these, separate equations warranted an examination of the relative

Ed

contributions of these sets of antecedent characteristics. This

.-
examination cbmpare& the differential relationship of specific program,

teacher, and child characteristics to the patterns of handicapped and

3

‘nonhandicapped children's socials:behaviors, ‘

-
Ao

L
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Antecedent Question 4. Are antecedent program, teacher, and child

characteristics differentially related to the patterns of social
-
behaviors of handicapped and nonhandicapped children?

To quantitatively compare the differential relationships of the
qualitatively different models of predictor variables derived for
handicapped children's and nonhandicapped children's levels of active
social interactionsg, two comparisons were made. The set of predictor
»mariables for handicapped children's 1evels’of active gocial iInteractions
(1.e., number of super play units, chfld's soctal competrncy,_nnd total
number of children present) were entered as pfédictors into Be;arate
fix-order regressions for handicapped children's and nonhandicapped
children's levels of active socTal Iinteractions. The tnteraction of the

a 3
slopes of the resulting regression lines (F = 141.78; df = 3,50) was

significant at the .01 level. ®
In the second comparison, the model of predictor variables for

nonhandicapped children's levels of active social interaction ({i.e.,
total number of children present, number of adultg present, teacher's
attitude, teacher's training, and teacherls experience) were entered into
separate fix-order regressions for handicapped children's and ndnhandi;

! ~ capped children's levels of acfive social interactions. The resulting
comparison demonstrated a significant interaction of fhe regresgion

o lines at the .01 level (F = 29.72, df = 5,48). | o~
* The results of the above comparisons demonstrated that antecedent
program, teacher, and?child chafac;eristics are differentially related

to handicapped children's and nonhandicapped children's levels of active

social interaction.
i N

11 ‘

Q . <




127
The same comparisons of the differential relationships of ante-
cedent characteristice and handicspoed children's and nonhandicapped
cnildren's levels of social'play were made. The set of predictor
variables for‘?andicapped children's levels of social play (i.e., total "
\ numoer of children present, number of complek play units; child's' v
'developffntsl level, number of barriers, and number of multiplex play

o
units) were entereh as predictors in fix-order regressiohs for handi—

—— .
-

capped children's and. nonhandicapped children's levels of social play.

The interaction of the redulting slopes of these regression lines was

significant at the .01 level (F = 38.67, df = 5,48). However, when the

predictor variables from the model of nonhandicapped children 8 levels

of social play 9* e., teacher':\!ttitude andlteacher 8 experilence) were
T entered as independent variables in the fix-order regression, the

Anteraction of regreésion lines was mnot gsignificant at the .01 level
¢ . . e

(F = 4.49, df = 2,51).
w3 . =

Vet

. The compartsons of the regressionxnodels.for handicapped
’ ) . . o . ' : <
¢hildren's and nonhandicapped children's levels of active gocial

d . S

“interactions aid average levels of social play.demonstrated that handi-

capped children's and nonhsndicsppedwchildfen's social behaviors were

L "

(;elated to qualitatively different constellations br sets of antecedent
characteristics. While varfations in program charactegistics and child

characteristics were predictive of differences in handicspped children's

-

levels of active social interactions and average levels of social play,
" the differences on these social behavior_measunes for.nonhdndicapped
’ ’ .

children;her:)pre cted by variations in teacher .characteristics. »

a .

. ‘ - . ,
-~ b ‘ Bl N L. " \
;9\\ . B S . ,)'_ A ) .
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Although the causal direction of the relationships cannot be
determined frpm regregsion analysis, it is apparent that handicapped
children's and nonhandicapped children's social behaviors are differ-
entially related to antecedent program, teacher, and child character-
istics. In addition to the different antecedent-behavior relationships
for handicappedyand nonhandicapped children, it appeared that differences
in the two soc{al behaviors, levels of active social 1n;eract}ons an9
average lgvels of social play, also were related to qualitativeiy
different constellations of antecedent characte;;stlcs for bath handi—
capped and nonhandicapped children.

Summaty of Analyses

In this chapter, the results of three major areas of 1nve8tigat£;n
were presented. These areas were:. descriptive patterns of contextuai
characteristics, comparisbns gf handicapped and nonhandicapped children,
and antecedent charazteriapics related to social interaction. 1In the
first area, descriptions of the antecedent-program, teacher, and ch1ld
chqracteristichof the 58 sample classes were provided in the forms of
mean, ranges, and distfibutions of thege c;aracteristics. In the'secbnd
area, the groups oé handicapped and nonhandicapped target chiléren were
compared on the antecedent'child characteristics of social cqmpetéhCy

s

and developmental level ratings and the tranaactiona;/méﬁgures of .
-
social interaction with peers and teacher. Anglyses of variance and

Tukey WSD's~were used to perform these compArisons. In the third area,

.

a series of stepwise regression analyses were performed to establish the

patterns of predictive relationships between constellations of the

‘ Y
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antecedent program, teacher, and child characteristics and the two
indices of social (nteraction.

In addition to the three major areas of investigation, the results

of several mecondary analyses were provided. These analyses included

the;yalidation of the two scales of the Teacher Questionnaire and the
) .

Soct}l Competency Rating scale.’ The patterns of intercorrelation

amdﬁg several of the antecedent and transactional measures also were

presented.

The éﬂmaary and discussion of the results of the major areas of’

investigation are presented in the following chapter.



a

CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
Overview

The discussion and interpretation of the results of this
investigation are presented in four parta. The first section provides 2
the description of the naturally occurring patterns of the antecedent
program, teacher, and child characteristics. In the second section, the \
comparigsons of the social interactions and play behaviors of the handi-
capped and nonhandicapped children are discussed and, when appropriate,
these patterns are compared to the findings of earlier social integration
research. Section three presents the results of the regression analy;és
used to {dentify clusters of antecedent characterigtics predictive of
child-behavior measures. Comparisons of the differential patterns of

antecedent-transactional relationships for handicapped and nonhandi-

capped children are discussed in the final section.

Summary of Results

Before Ehe discussion of the first gection, an outline of

- conclusions 18 provided to summarize the results of the analyses of

- 2N
Chapter V. These conclusions, in the form of brief statements, follow

the same organizational format preéented in the overview above.
I. Descriptive Patterns of Contextual Characteristics ,
A. Program Characterigtics
1. The ,sample of 58 early childhood education and day care
classes was comprised of 42.1% basic classes, 47.4%

]

integrated classes, and 10.5% special-needs classes.

[}
1

!

N SN '
et "‘.’.' .
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2. The average total class gnrollment was approximately 18
children (X = 17.89), but some glasscs had as few as
six éhildren or as many as 43 children,

3. The average number of handicapped children enrolled
across the 58 classes was approximately four han?icapped
children (X = 4.25),

4. The total distribution of types of‘handicapped N
conditions'of the handiéapped children across thé 58
classes paralleled the 1976 figures for the national
Head Start enrollment of handicapped children. ’

5. Th; average number "of adults present was apprqximatgyyl~
three (X = 3.24). The number. of adﬁlts increased as the
total class enrbllment increased (r = .29) but did not
increase substantially as the number of handicapped .
children increased (r = .17). |

6. The varigty‘éf play materials tended to decrease as the
total clase.enrollment increaéed4££_- ~.27;;

7. Special-needs classes tended to have greater numbers of
simple play units (r = .24) and fewer physical barriers
(S = ~,26) than either 1ntégrated or basic ciasses did.

B. Teacﬁer Characteristics | ‘ %
1. Over one-half (53.7%) of ;he 54 teachers who returned

W

the Teacher Questionnaire were in their first or second

v »

year of teaching in a developmentally integrated

classroom,
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Teachers' perception of their professional competency

P

and their attitude towards mainstreaming, as measured by
the Teacher Questionnaire, was not related to their
training or teaching experience. ’

Teachers who had more favorable attitudes towards
mainstreaming also perceived themselves as more competent

in teaching in developmentally integrated classes

(r = .28).

Child Characteristics

L.

*
The two groups of handicapped children and nonhandicapped
; . . :

Ehildren were roughly equivalent on measures of chrono-

» logical-age and distribtion of boys and girls. The

matching procedure used achieved comparability of the
two groups on these dimensions.
The distribution of handicapped conditions within the

subsample of handicapped children was similar to the

[

"distributions of the total number of handicapped chiidren

enrolled in the 58 classes and the national figures for
Head Start enredlment. However, the subsample of

handicapped children had relatively feﬁ;r children with

‘speech impairments and greater numbers of children with

physical 1mpairmen£s, mental retardation, and emotional

-diaturbances,

There were no differences among the teacher ratings of
developmental levels for handicapped children with

different handicapping conditions., However, teachers'’
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ratings of soclial competency of children classified as
mentally reﬁ?rded and/or learning disabled (N = 8) were
significantly lower than children's ratings in the low-
incidence classification group. There were no other
significant differences in the gocial competency ratings
acrogss the other classification groups.

As a group, handicapped children received significantly
lowey teacher ratings on’ social competency and develop-

mental level than the group of nonhandicapped children.

I1. Comparisons of Children's Behaviors

A. Child-Child Interactions

t 1.

Nonhandicapped children engaged in more intervals of

actiye social behaviors than did handicapped children.

.The two groups did not differ significantly in the

number of {ntervals they spent in passive social

interactions.

Both handicapped children and nonhandicapped childrep

had more intervals of pagpive social interactions than
active soclal interactions,

Bth handicapped and nonhandicapped children iniiiqted
more social interactions with their peers than they
received from their peers. However, nonhandicapped
children initiated significantly more social interactions
with nonhandiéapped peers than did handicapped children.
There were no differences between the two.groupa in the

mean number of social interactions received from peers.

N 1
5

NS/



“social interactions with their peers.
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Both handicapped and nonhandicapped children have more

intervals of positive social {nteractions than negative

-

Both groups had more intervals.of positive social
interactions with nonhandicapped peers than with
handicnppe& peers or mixed groups of handicapped and

¢« .
nonhandicapped peers.
Nonhand icapped children had ' greater number of
intervals of positive soclal 1nteract19ns with nonhand{-
cap;ed peers thén did handicapped chii&ren; there were
no_differences in the number of intervals of positive‘
social interactions with handicappeq}peers or mixed
groups of peers for the two groups. '
Nonhandicapped children had fewer intervals of negative
social interaétions with peers than did handicapped
children. However, the two groups did not differ

significantly in their number of negative interactions
: , v

with peers.
10?\\Nenhandicapped children spent a greater proportion of

11.

their total number of intervals in associative play than
did handicapped'gkildren. There ware, however, no other
significant differences in the two groups' proportions
of intervals spent in other social play categories,
Qothwéroups spent greater proportions of their total

intervals in the social play categories of associative

play, parallel play, and engaged with adult; the lowest
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- !

proportions of their intervals were spent in the
unoccupied category.
12. There was no %}fference between the average numbers of

childrgn in the social play groups of handicapped and

<

nonhandicapped target children.
B. Child-Adult Interactiohs

1. Both groups oﬁ/églldren received more social interactions
from adultséfﬁan they initiated towards adults.

2. Although there was ﬁo‘difference in the numbers of
social interactions with adults initiated by handi-
capped children aﬁd honhandicapped target children,
handicappeg children received more interactions from
adults than did nonhandicapped children. This

difference, however, was not significant at the .01

level,

=)

~ ~

III. Antecedent Characteristics Related to Social Interaction

A. Two transactional child-behavior variables, numbers of
active social interactions and average level of social play,
were gelected to represent th; indices of social interaction. /
This selection was based upon the number of significant
intercorrelations of these measures to the six remaining
measures of positivg aocial-géhavior.

B, Reéréssion~analyses equations of selectig/hntecedent

< characteristics could account for 225/6} the total variance

of handicapped children's levels of active social
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%'
interactions and 31X of the total variance of n?phandicapped

children's levels of active social interactions.

C. Regresslon-ané%yaes equations of selected antecedent
chhracteriatica for the average levels of social play of
handicapped children and nonﬁandicapped children accounted
for 31X and 19% of the total variances, respectively.

D. Different constellations of antecedent characteristics were
related to the two child-behavior measures_for both groups.
1. Teacher characteristics were more hiéhly related to fhe

two child-behavior measures for nonhandicapped children
' ~ than for hanéicapped children,
2. leferences in handicapped children's beh;viqrs were
mo;e highly related to differences in program character-'

istics and child characteristics than were differences

- a in nonhandicapped children's behaviors.

o

» B

Descriptiom of Antecedent Characteristics
. The descriptions of the natufally otcurring patterns of antecedent
chat;cteristics were presented for two reasons. First, they provided

"a représentation of the current status of integrated eafly ch%ldhoad
programs serving handicapped childgen in central Pennsylvania. The

»

similarities of these patterns to the national statistics cpllected from

+

Head Start évaluations provided assegsments of the external valddity or

-3

-
-

generaligability of the results of this investigation to other samples
of integrated classrooms. Seébndly, these descriptive patterns
reflected the wide ranges of variability in the antecedent character-

4 &

iatics of classrooms currently serving young handicapped children.

*

/

ERIC . - L5
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Although means were used to report what ere typlcal patterns, the reader
18 reminded that these figures represent averages across 58 classrooms.
;\ '

. .
Therefore, typical classroom patterns represented the normative class

conditions and not actual or ideal clasgs conditions.
¥

Program Characteristics
The sams,; of 58 classrooms contained greater percentages of
classes categorized as integrated and basic (i.e., less than 20X
enrollment of handicapped children) classrooms. The relat}vely lower
percentage of speclai~needs (i.e., 20-50% enrollment of handicapped
<
children) classrooms included in the sample may be the result of two

factors. The first factor was that relatively fewer early childhood

programs in central Pennsylvania serve handicapped and nonhandicapped

children on a 1:1 ratio. Reverse mai(?kreaming, in which the¢ number of

handicapped children'equals or exceeds ?he number of nonhandicapped

children, 1s not the most common strategy among early childhood education

-

»

programs (Guralnick, 1976; Korn, 1974). The second factorﬁggf the high

-

inclusion rate of Head Start programs. These Head Start programs,

- having been mandated to serve an enrollmemnt of at least ten percent

handicapped children, were most frequently\identified and also eager to
participate.

*

The author was concerned, at first, that the population of
handicapped children in a sample tomprised of predominanily basic and
integrated classrooms would bias against the selection of target

children with moderate or severe impairments. However, the similarities

v

\}q\the distributions of handicapping conditions across the 58 sample

classrooms and the national Head Start enrollment sﬁpport the

.I(;/

L
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generalizability of the results to other integrated classes. Although

the 58 classes sampled may not have served many profoundly or severely
\\ . _
{impaired childreh, these children may not be served currently in other

comparable integrated settings. Further, in the subsample of handicapped

-

chifﬁren, the relatively larger g&:centageﬂ of“cﬁildren classified as
physically impntred,.mentnlly retarded, and emotionally disturbed, and
the relatively lower percentaée of children classified as eggech
lmpaired demonstratgd the fiédings of this investigation aiao have

{fmplications to groups of children who may have potqutialiy more

: | \
difficulty in being assimilated into integrated classrooms (Bruininks

. H
& Kennedy, 1974 Enqher et al., 1977; Levitt & Coehn, 1976).

-

/. '
The class é&toklment figures showed that handicapped children are
v )
being served within small classes with as few as six children and within

.\_\iifge classes with as many as 43 children. The average number of

children enrolled across the 58 classrooms was approximately 18;

P

however, there was no significant relationship between the type of class

¢ a

and the tota{_number of children enrolled. ' As the total number of
children, increased,.the ratio of handicapped children to nonhandicapped

did not consistently decreadt, as expected. Special-needs and integrated

-~

classes did have a tendency to serve fewer children, but the magnitude

of the correlation was not significant. On the average, approximately

four handicapped children were enrolled in a classroom.

As would be expected, the number of adults present in the _
_ - . | \
classrooms increased as the total number of children enrolled increased.

However, there was no consistent increase il the number of adults

-

present as the number of handicapped children increased. These

Q | - ~I (;l
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relat fonships suggest EB’K, although programs may Increase their staff
and number of parent volunteers to accommodate more children, they do “

e

not necessarily have additional adults to accommodate specifically ghe
needs of handicapped chtidren. Tﬁe average ratio of adﬁlts to children
was approximately 1:6. |

Program‘characterlstlcs of enrollment were also related to
Charaéterlstlcs of the play materials and the arrangements of the
clussroows. Contrary to what would have been expected, the variety of
play units (l.e., qumher of different units) did not {increase put rather
congistently decreased as total class enrollment Increased. This finding
indicated that clnssroom; that had more children enroiled had fewer -~
 play units or.materials for children to use.
In rggression analyses, the ‘total number of children if a claﬁg

N

wds shown to be related to higher levels of social interactions; this

-

fact may in part be due to the necessity and the greater ohportunity

for children to usé or share the fewer units,that were present. This
explanution is congistent with the-findingslpf an earlier study
(Johnson, 19;5) which also éemonstrated increases in s;clal intepactions
when thé ﬁumbef of play materials decreased,

‘Finaily, classrooms that had greater percentages of handicapped
children enrolled had more simpf;lgésy units and fewer physical barrilers .
than classrooms with relatively fewer handicapped children enrolled. In
attempts to accommodate a broader range of individual differences among
children, teachers and program directors may select p1a§ materials that
are less compléx and less demanding socially and cognitively. They may

also make corresponding attemﬁts to increase physical accessibility of
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all the play areas (n the classrooms by decreasing the number of

physical barriers between areas.

Teacher Characteristics

Over one-half (53.7%) of the 54 teachers responding to the
Teacher Questionnaire were in their first or second year of fePchlng
expérience in integrated vlnssroomg. This finding may reflect the
cont {nual ﬂiuff turn-overs that consistently trouble early childhoog_
progréms and also the only recent establishment of Integrated classes
{n central Pennsylvania.

The relationships between teachers' perceptions, attitudes,
amounts of training, and years of experlence are consistent with those
of early studies (Harasymiw & Horne, 1975; Shotel et al., 1972). !
Teacher's percchlons of ghelr professional competency and attitudes
towards mainstreaming were not significantly relnted\t; their levels of
trailning or experlience,

-

Pre—servlcé and inservice training and actuul teaching experlience
may not 1nf1uence_teachers' ntéitudes towards their own professional
capabilities and attiiudes—towards\mainatreaming. However,_the
relationship between teachers' perceived competency and attitudes
towards maiﬁstreaming suggested that teachers who felt more compétent in
teaching in Integrated classes had more positive attitudes towards .
maingstreaming. —If teachers' positive attitudes towards méinsfreaming
are critical to mainstreaming efforts (as suggested by Ensher et al.,.

1977; Haring et al., 1958; Wynne et al., 1975) more emphasis in pre-

service and lnservice training should be placed in helping teachers

)

he
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perceive themselves as more competent. Affective objectives, such as

~
realistic self-evaluations of teaching skills and effectiveness, may be

necessary in training programs preparing teachers to work in Integrated

settings.

Child Charactertstics/

Although the groups of handicapped and nonhandicapped children
,(" .

were matched on the variables of chronologlical age and distribution of
&

boys and girls, tegchers consistently rated handicapped children
glgnificantly lower on measures of social competency and &evelopment ’
capability.

The question of whether these rating differences reflect actual
behavioral differentes between the two groups or teachers' biases in
Y ' '
evaluations cannot be spécifically,de(ermined. However, the differences
. 9 ’ 3

in the comparisons of ~the handicapped and nonhgndicapped.gfoups' levels

on several social behaviors suggested that these differences in ratings
/'\ .

are valid assessments of beh

-

al differences., Teachers' observations

. and ratings of gpecific social behaviors of children in the classroom
may offer an additional soufcngf child-screeging and child-assessment
o . , .#‘
; )

A : LINgP,

information. ' N . *ﬁﬁ
In thé analyses of child characteristics among the handicapped )
group, 1t_was d;termined that the groups of children with different
a
handicapping conditions were suffigiently gsimilar on measures of social

* competency and developmental levels. Therefore, they were treated as
N . |

a single group in subsequent analyses.

4

1
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Comparisons of

Target Children's Behaviors

. . . . Q
_(f‘j‘jl,,,l_‘,l_‘ C»l‘l | ld In teract ions %

The failure to find a consistent pattern of group differences in

all the comparisons of handicapped and nonhandicapped children's goclal

13

behaviors demonstrated the importance of including both quantitative
and qualitative asgessments of numerous social behaviors. Behavioral

indices, rather than a single interaction or behavior, should be used to

¥

evaluate soc‘al integration. These indices must include measures of

Y

frequency, affect, direction, and partners of the soclal interactions

in order to fully describe the patterns of social behaviors awd play of
R - \_’ . . R

handicapped and nonhandicapped children in early childhood classes.

In the gene}alipattefns of social behavior of handicapped children

’

were simlilar to these of thejr nonhandicabped counterparts. Both groups
of children: (a) had more 1ntérVals'9f passive interactions than actlive
interactions, (b) 1n1t1ité§ more_sociai interattions than they received
from peers{ (¢) had more 1htervals of poaitive‘interactions than :
negative interactions, (d) had ﬁore positi;e 1nteractiong_with nonhandi-
capped peers than with handicap;gq_br mixed ghpﬁps of peers, and

(e) received more interactions from adults than they initiated towards

o .

adults. )
However, the:g‘were also impoftant differences between the two

gr’ms. Although from the, data it appearéd that handicapped children
were neither socially rejected nor isolatgd&ég their classrooms, it also
" seemed that they were to a degre'e le.ss sc‘)ciallﬁy-act?ive than the -~ . | 4
nonhandicapped chi!dren. They engaged in fewer fnté}vals of active

M.

social interactions with peers, initiated fewer interactions, and had

: [

1¢ . .
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fewer Intervals of positive interactions with nonhandl%apped peers than
did nonhand{capped target children.

In comparing the results of this investigation to findings of

!

earlier studlies, a similar pattern of (nconsistencles emerged. Although o
low rates of ucross;grouﬁ interactions among handicapped and nonhand{-
capped children have geen frequertly cited (e.g.) Alleﬁ et al., 1972;
Devonney et al., 1974; Karneg et al., 1970; Porter et al., lQig; Snyder .
et al., i977). the data from this study support the findings to the
effect that handicupped‘chlldren are not rejected and do not recefve

fewer social interactions than their nonhandicapped peers (Peterson &

Haralick, 1977). Unlike Karnes et al. (1978) and Porter et al. (1978),

e

this study found, (n" addition, that both handicapped and nonhandicapped
children had higher rates of positive interactions with nonhdandicapped

peers, thus suggesting that both groups preferred nonhiydlcapped

playmates.

- _

These differences may in part be due to the dlfferenceé in the

numbers of children present in the classrooms across this study and the
smaller classes in earlier research studies. The results of the
regression analyses‘indicate that handicapped children's levels of
active social interactions and social play both increased as’ the number
of children present increased, Increasing the number of children
present may increase the opportunities handicapped children will have to.
interact with nonhandicapped classmates and the probabilities handi-
capped children will gselect a nonhandicapped child as a playmate.

The results of this investigation, however, also partially

supported earlier studies in finding low rates of negative social

\ (o | [

L
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behaviors for handicapped children (Porter et al., 1978) and greater
proportions of time spent {n higher levels of play for nonhandicapped

children (Devonney et al., 1974; Peterson & Haralick, 1977).

Child- udﬁ t Interactions
An earlfer study (Porter et al., 1978) concluded that handicapped
and novhandicapped chilbdren did not differ in thelr rates of interactions

wlith adults {n an early childhood c¢lass setting. The results of this

- .

investigat fon supported this finding. There was no difference in the

number of {nteractions with adults-initfated by handicapped and

\

nonhandicapped children and handicapped children did not receive more
} ~n '

{nteractions from adults than d{d nonhandicapped children. Like

‘teachers in the experimental classroom (Porter et al., 1978), teachers,

aldes, and volunteers in flcldnsegtlng tlagses may attempt to frequently
engage children In social interactions,

N In an earlier discussion, gpe contradiqtor& effects of teacher
interactions were sthn to both increase and decrease children's social
interactions with their peers. Altho;gh a fungtlonal analysis of adult
behaviors cannot be made froﬁlthe datalof this study, 1t-agpears that ,
as - the numbers of lntéréctiosh~the handlcappeé chilQren receivad from
adults increased, their levels of social play decreased.(r = ~.69) and
the nﬁmber'n%‘lpteractions they received,from'peers decreased (r = €.315.'
This flnding replicates that of'Harr;s (1976) . Harris's study would,
qgggest,that teachersf'ffequen% goc}éi COnt;cts with bandipappéd
children are Festrai?ing and'npt alwﬁys beneficiél to the child. The
findings of this study Shd the Harris study euggestléhat adulté in

«f

tntegrated early childhood classes must carefully monitor the effects of

» ?

.o ’ ' ) b A : ' s
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their own behavior patterns upon the children's social behaviors.
Excengive 1ﬁ€eructlons {nit{ated by adults may actually work against
the handicapped éhlldreu's attainment of soclal lﬁteructions and

geeceptance among peers,

» \

Antecedent Characteristics Related to Socfal Behavior
Lteceden raracteristic CoArtee to onc A enavio

Having previously establ{shed pheplmportance of using multiple
social fintegration indices, two behavlors were selected to represent
the eight positive social interaction behaviors. Thesa were: children's
levels of active gocial interactions and uvvrngé levels of social play.
These two behu%lorul measures were selected hecause both measures were
highly correlated with the s{x remaining indices and together presented
both\u quantitative and qualitative assessment of a child's social
.behavior pattern,

Stepwise multiple regression unalyécs were pcrformed‘to determine
. the relationships among differences in the antecedent program, teacher,
and child characteristics, and differences in child-behavior measures

across the 58 classrooms. The resulting constellations of predictive

antecedent-characteristics were not the same for handicapped and

nonhandicapped target children. Similarly, the resulting constellations

of predictive antecedent characteristics for levels of active 'social
interactions and average levels of social play were not the same for,
. LY .

either target oup.

The resul of thege regression analyses are summarized by

~l(;;§
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Handicapped children had higher levels of active soclal inter-
actiong: (a) {n classrooms with fewer super play units, (b) when there

were more children present in the classroom, and (c¢) when the child was

rated as more socially competent by the tealher.

Nonhandicapped children had higher levéls of active social inter-
. .

-~

actions: (a) when there were more children present in the classroom,
(b) when there were fewer adults present, (c¢) In classrooms where
teachers had less posltlﬁe attitudes tohardé mainstreaming, (d) In
classrooms where the teachers had more tralining, and (e) {n classrooms

where the teachers had less experience.

Ad
\

Handicapped children had higher average levels of sgocial play in
classroomsg: (a) where more children were present, (b) with more complex

and multiplex play units, (c¢) with few bar)iers between play areas, and

*

(d) when the child was rated-as developmentally higher by the teacher.
v

Nonhandicapped children had higher average levels of social play

i

in classrooms (a) whére teachers had leas.positive attitudes towards

malnstrea@lng, and (b) whefe teachers had less teaching experience.
From‘these‘analyses it appears that different prbgram charac-

teristics may influence the social behaviors of handicapped children to

a greater extent than the social behaviors of nonhandicapped children.
N ,
Whether handicapped children's social behaviors can be manipulated by
‘ .~
systematically varyihg play materials and room arrahgements cannot‘be~

. w ’
determined by these correlational data. However,‘it would appear that

differences in handicapped children's social Behavigrs were related to

-~

differences in both the physical\and social egvinogafpfg of the early

-

childhood classes.
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For the handicapped children, it seems that teacher ratings of
social competency and developmental level are residual variables much
like chronological age. These teacher ratings, both highly correlated
with age, may represent indices of children's previous social
experiences and behavioral Competenc;. As antecedent characteristics
which are less easily médifiable, these residual variables may also
represent the conditi{onal limitations of intervention programs dlrecéed
, “

to increase levels of soclal behaviors.

The negative relatifonships among nonhandicapped children's levels
of soclal behaviors and the teacher characteristics of attitudes Jnd
experience are not easily interpreted. A third intervening variable,
teacher's behavior, was not directly agsessed in this study. The manner
in wh#ch teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming and teachers'
experience are related to their behaviors with the children in thelr
classrooms must be dete;mined in future studies.

With the limitations of the present inveatigation, these relation-
shigs, unfortunately, can only be speculated. It does appear conslistent
with the present data that teachers may intrude and distract nonhandi-
capped children from interaction with peers. However, this assumption

A can only be partially supported. The negative correlation between
nonhandicapped children's levels of active social behavior and their

number of finteractions with adults (r = .50) was significant at the

001 level.

Conc¢lusion
The summary of the preceding discussion of the results provided

the preliminary answers to five research questions. First, the results

Q . ' ~l ;k}
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of this study demonstrated that handtcapped children enrolled in
developmentally Integrated early education classes were socially, as
well as physically, integrated with their nonhandicapped peers. Although
the handicapped children observed were not isolated or rejected {n these
classes, the data comparing thelr soctfal behaviors to those of thelr
nonhand {capped c()untvrl;nlztg Iindicated ‘thnt hm\dltsapppd children took
legs active parts {n social epcounters with thelr peers.
0”‘Sccundly, certain antecgpdent child characteristics were relhted
to handicapped ch;ldren'a goctal interactions. These independent
variables were tceachers' ratings of children's soctal competency and
developmental /levels. Handicapped children who were rated as more
Hocléily and [developmentally competent by teachers also exhibited higher
levels of social interactions with their peers and higher nvef&gc levels
of social play. ~
Differences In teacher characteristics were not p:edlctlve of
levels of handicapped children's soclal behavior, although teachers'
attitudes towards mainstreaming and teachers' experience were related
to levels of nonhandicapped children's levels of active soclal/
interactions and average levels of play. The explanation of this
relationéﬁip must be withheld until an assessment of intervening
variables such as the relationships of teachers' attitudes and teachers'
experierge to teachers' behaviors is made.
ertain play materials and classroom arrangements were related to
handicapped children's levels of social play. In classrooms with fewer

super play units, handicapped target children had higher levels of

active social interactions with their peers. Handicapped target

Ly
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children also had higher average levels of social play in classrooms
with more complex and multiplex play units and fewer ph&slcal barriers.

Finally, the program characteristics that were related to the
levels of soclal interactlions of nonhandicapped children did not have
the same effects upon the levels of soclal {nteractions of handicapped
children, Handicapped children's levels of social interactions were
more highly related to differences in program characteristics than were
the levels of soclal Interactions of nonhandicapped—children. The
research and applied {mplications of this difference tJ the promotion of

goclal Integration are discussed I{n Chapter VII.



CHAPTER VI

s IMPLICATIONS

The previous discussion of the results of the present study 0
demonstrated that 1t 1s possible to isolate constellations or sets of
antecedent program characteristics that have potential for increasing
the succesy of social integration within developmentally integrated
early childhood programs. The natural variations of these program
charageristics across the 58 classes were predictive to a degree of
'differences in handicapped children's levels of actlve social inter-
actions and social play. Program characteristics are mére easily and
{nexpensively modified thap are teacher characteristics or child
characteristics., 1f adaptations fn’ these physical and social contexts
of developmentally 1n9egrated early childhood classes are found to
promote or enhance social integration, either independently or in
combinat&pn with other procedural tntervgrtions, environmental infer"
vention strategies may -represent cost-effective alternatives to direct,
fndividual behavioral strategies.

Although the correlational nature of the relationships between
antecedent characteristicg and transactional child behaviors in this
sﬁudy ﬂrecludes causal interpretations, the results do make two
significant contributions to the current status of social integration

S research and early integration practices. ~F1rst, the demonstration of
antecedent-trangactional relationships has identified three critically
needed areas for future research. These areas are: (a) the demon-~

stration of functional relationships between manipulations of antecedent

program characteristics and changes in children's gsocial behavior

* 1 e Al
f LW




151

patterns; (b) the exploration of behavior covariations among childrén's
patterns of behaviors; and (c) the extend&i examination of the long-
range consequences of increasing children's early soclal interactions.
Secondly, the antecedent—tran;actional relationships found in the
present study do offer some tentative recommendations for the organi-

zatfon of developmentally integrated early childhood programs.

Areas fq{ Future Research

Functional Relatfonships

The results of this investigation have identified two constel-
lat}ons‘of antecedent program characteristics which were associated with
ditferences {n handicapped children's levels of active social inter-
actions and social play. However, before effective environmental
gtrateglies to promote social integration can be developed, the causal

2
relatlonshipsnbetween these program characteristics and handicapped
children's transact{onal social behaviors must be established. These
physical and social contextual’gharacteristics must be systematically
manipulated, first individually and then as constellations, while
levels of handicapped children's soclal behaviors are monitored,

From the results of this study, it appears that the two behavioral
measures of handicapped children's’interactians and play were not
equally related to the same constellations of program characteristics,
Further, the magnitude of total child-behavior variance accounfed for in
the regression analyses were not sufficient to indicate that the
behaviors of all the handicapped children were equally related to the

identified antecedent constellations. These results suggest that one

environmental intervention strategy may not be effective in incréasing

™

I,



/ 152
al) the behavioral indices of soctal integration for all children.
Therefore, multiple environmental arrangements, elther simultaneously
or sequeﬁtially applied, may be ﬁecessary to promote the full social
integration of young handicapped children. These issues must be fully
resolved through l;dlvldual analyseg of the functional properties of

antecedent program characteristics before effective prescriptions of

environmental {nterventions can be applied to early integration efforts.

Behavior Covariation

Within the present investigation, {t was demonstrated that the
elght positive soclal behaviors constituting the indices of soclal
ifntegration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children were highly
fntercorrelated. The question, however, remains-—If one or more of
these behaviors were to be systematically increased, would there be a
subsequent increase {n the remaining social integration indices and/or
other aspects of the child's behavior repertoire?

Several behavioral researchers have demonstrated the side effects
to increasing handicapped children's positive social behaviors are
Increasing the frequency of social interactions (Strain, Shores, &
Kerr, 1976) and decreasing the rates of negative and inappropriate
behaviors (Allén et.al‘, 1964) . However, before the eight indices of
gsocial integration are thought of as a siﬁgle reaponse class, it must
Be demonstrated that they are functionally related to the same stimulus
or constellation of stimuli. The t?dividual functional anélyses
d%qcussed in the previéue section must be expanded to 1nclude multiple
baseline designs which allow for the simultaneous monitoring of the

correlated measures.
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In addition to the response-response relationships among the
indices of social integration, a second area of behavior covariation
research must be developed. This area must examine the inter-
relationships among measures of handicapped children's social and
educational participation in integrated classrooms. The environmental
conditions which maximize the probabilities of children's socf;l
Interactions may be less conducive to the, promotion of cognitive and
educational goals (Bieler, 1976). Altx;ugh environmental interventions
to promote social interaction can be developed, they should not be
applied 1f they redﬁce or otherwise detrimentally affect the children's
educat fonal tntegration or pgrtlcipation. Evaluations of these ~

Ry

environmental intervention strategles should include assessments of the
) .
total behavior patterns of handicapped children's particiggtion in early

o

childhood programs.

Finally, research is clearly needed to demonstrate that increasing
handicapped children's early social interactions will ultimgtely lead
to the achlevement of the goals of integration., These goalg were:
(a) the prevention of secondary handicaps that result from social
isolation and rejection; and (b) the preparations for future educational
blacement and community life, Longitudinal evaluations of the malnten—
ance of social skills which follow handicapped children from early
childhood programs to elementary and secondary school and through

adulthood will be the final criteria for determining the success of

integration efforts'initipted in early childhood education classes.

l
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Recommendatlons for Integrated Programs

While clearly further research 1s needed, the results of this
study can be used, in the interim, to make tentative recommendatlons to
early childhood educators and programs now facing the [ntegrntion‘of
handicapped children, These recwmmcndations fall into tthP program
areas: the role ot the teacher, the physical environment, and the
enrollment {n the classvroom. With these recommendat{ons, go also
stronyg encouragements to the program dlrectors and classroom teachers
to monftor caretfully the levels of Handicapped and nonhandfcapped L\
chl}dron's hehévlors. These fleld-Inittiated evalgntions would provile
tormative evaluation informatton of the effectiveness of program
modifications, as well as measures of program @ceountability to document
compliance with Federal and state cducation guidelines.

The present gtudy demonstrated that different constellations of
antecedent characteristics were associated with the levels of ﬁgndl-
capped children's and noﬁhnndicapped childrenfs social behaviors. These
results suggest that modifications to programs"physicalland socléi
contexts designed to increase handicapped children's levels of socia}

~

interactions and social play could be fmplemented without detrimental

.

effects to nonhandicapped children.

AY
The Teacher N

This investigation supports earlier studies {in 1den£1fying the
role of the teacher as a critical factor in the success, of social
integration. The teachers, either diréctly through .their behaviors or

indirectly through the arrangement of the classroom, are responsible for

establishing and maintaining the handicapped ,children's social

. ‘ . - . : 1;/' . ) -



Ve

155

interactions with thelr peers. Although the precise role of the teacher
cannot be clearly defined, the results of the study do of fer the two
follawing recommendations:

l. Training to prepare teachers for instructing in integrated
varly childhood classes should include affective objectives and pethods

to achleve positive self-evaluations of their professional competency.

- Measures should be developed and implemented whereby teachers can assess

their impact and success of theit:inﬁtructional and guidance methods

-

with both ﬁandlcapped and.nonhandicapped‘children. Suin_meésures may

1ncque informal behavior observations and checklléls to document the
. -‘5 - . T

children's progress towards the ~hjectives and goals of social and

El

cognitive development. ¢ e
2. Teachers' socfial interactions with children during free play

ahould be utilized to systematically reinforce peer interactions. By

réfraining from excessive levels of d;rect interactions with the
. ‘ . . .
children during these free-play situations, teachers cap utilize these

times for observations of peer-peer interactions and childrenis levels

of social development, The t‘tcher direct1y (aﬂd indirectly, A *a model

for teacher aldes and vblunteers) should focus upon the féqilitation and

~ ¢ 4

- ” AT .
encouragement  of early pp@r dinteractions and group social play rather
‘ \ : )
tﬁan directing and participating in the children'’s self-selected social

#
h

activities, _~' .
¥ " : - . Y
o < R v A -
The Physical Environment f*y . . : . .

. ‘&,Two éharacteripties of the physical envitonment of the classroom
. - '.}. ‘4 . : - '

were assoc¢iated withgéhe levels of handiéapped children's social,

behaviors.. These characteristics were the arrangement of the physical ’
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spacg (l.e., number barriers separating play areas) and the types of

L4
available play materials. Based upon the levels of these character-

iatics assoclated with highar levels of handicapped children's social

interactions and social play, the following suggestions are made:

1. Teachers should minimize the number of phys}c&l and visual
partitions dividing the play areas. An alternative strategy to provide
oundaries between play areas is the use of "different f loor coverings

in the’'play areas (1.e., differently colored rugs or tiles). This

strategy does not impair handicapped children's visual or physical

e

access to their classmates while-still providing clear distinctions
between different behavior or activity areas.

2. Teachers ﬁay wish to select play materials or toys for free-

1

play situations which can be used by one or more children at the same

~

time. These play units may also be created by combining materials and
toys, such as clay with cookie-cutters, blocks with trucks, and the
like. However, there appears_to be limits on the numbers of materials

that should be combined. Increasing the number of super units (those
combinations of play materials tﬂ&t have more than two uses) tende&,to
4

decrease handicapped children's levels of .social interaction.
P N

The Class Enrollment

Finally, both handicapped and nonhandicapped children "appeared to
engage in ﬁigher levels of éocial interattions in classes which had
lafger enrollments. Bandiéapped children also tended to show higher

levels 0f~80cial play when more children were present 1n“the classrooﬁs‘

3

Although these results canhot suggest the opq;pal number .of children,
there are indicationg programs may consider increasing rather than

«

‘7
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limiting their total enrollments within the limits established by
licensing requirements and available staff and physical ;%éée to

facilitate social integration. ' . N
~

T ' Summary - CN
The presenc research effort has indicated the possibllitles o

isolating and mnnt\hlating the characteristics and conditions of early
v

childhood education and day care classes to Increase the potential

&

success of early integration efforts. The data also suggest that,

although handicapped chiidren currently enrolled in 58_9ar1§;eh11dhood
_ X ( .

classes are not socially rejegted or 1isolated, Lheﬁélgie guanciﬁptivem

. N P
differences in their levels of social behavior that differentiate them

from their nonhandicapped classmates. Areas of future regearch and

o fleld-initiated evaluations of environmental stra;géies to incréase

_young handicapped children's levels of social behaviors were presen,ted

4

I ddition, recommendations for ghe cautious dbplication of the

. e
¥
present results were also provlded. "
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THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

4
UNIVERSHLY PARK. PENNSY! VANIA 16802 b
Division of Indwadual and Fanuly Studres <. Atex Code 814
S 110 Hendervon Human Development Buikhing 863-0092
L
Dear

£
As part of a regearch project explovring the factors which promote
the soclal I{nteraction and developmentfgﬁéfoung children in early child-
hood programs, we are nytempting to locateé _and to contact those programs
with classrooms serving both handicapped and nonhandicapped children..
Your program has been suggésted to our project staff.

Enclosed 18 a description of the entire study to glve you a broadeyx
understanding of the issues we wish to study, and the methods which we
will use in this study. To gather information, participating classrooms
will be asked to allow a member of our staff to make only one visit. On
this visit she will be making a 30-minute observation of the children
during free play activities, gbserving the physical environment of the
classroom, and conducting a 30-minute Iinterview with the class teacher.

A more detailed description of the visit 18 included under the Data
Collection gection of the enc}osed project description.

We are asking approximately sixty classrooms across central
Pennsylvania to take part in our study, and hope that your classroom(s)
will be among them. Please indicate your interest in participating by
mailing back the enclosed postcard. Please understand that by answering
this form you are not committing your program or teachers to participate
in the study. The return of this card will allow us to identify those .
prdﬁrams which have classrooms serving both handicapped and nonhandi-
capped children .and that also may be interested in taking part.

If you have indicated that you may be interested, I will recontact
you within the next two weeks. If you have indicated  that you are not
interested in taking part in the study at this time, you will not be

} recontacted. However, {if you should wish to participate at a later date,
please feel free to contact me.

[N

n -~

“Thank you for yqur cooperation
and assistance,

o

{ _
Enclosure

Endorsed by Dr. Donald L. Peters. | s d’
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THE Pl{NZSYJ.VANIA STATE UNIVERSITY L0
COLLEGE OF HUMAN DE VEL OFMEN] .
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYL VANIA 16802

Division of tndividual and Fanuly Studies CArea Code 814

S HO Hendegvon Haman !)c\clupné‘nl Building 863-0092

9

Dear N

I tirst would like to thank you for your cooperation and willing-
ness to consider taking part {n the research study 1 described in my
earlier letter. I will lonﬁ forward to. talking with you and having the
opportunity to meet with the teachers of your program.

Unfortunately, due to tiscal constraints, time limitations and
unpredictable weather conditions; 1 will not be able typ meet with each
teacher pcrsona\ly to invite him/her to participate in the,study as 1
would have liked. 1 will have to do this efther by telephone or through
the mail. However, betore initiating this procedure, 1 would like to
~ discuss in detail the'project with you.

I will be recontacting by telephone the directors of the many
participating pruvgrams {n the beginning of February.' At this time I'11
janswer any qhgsti&ns you or your teachers may have about the study and
discuss the ways the teachers of your program should be contacted by oyr
staff.

In the mgantime, it would be extremely helpful to us if you could
take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed Program Information Form.
Please list t{e addresses or locatiops, the telephone numbers, and the
names of the head teachers for each of your classes serving both handi-
capped and nonhandicapped children. With this information we will be
rea to contact each individual classroom after 1 have discussed the
procedures with you. ' . _
~ . ) ) \ . v
Again, thank you for your cooperation and assigtance. I'11 look
forward to talking with you in Fébruary. ’

Sincerely, . ,

Carol Wegley Brown

Enclosure ¥

Endorsed by Dr. Donald L. Peters
Associate Professor of Human Development

' RN

f e

Q . ' l!) ) -  t .

-



S

THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY |,
COTEGE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMEN]
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYLE VANIA 16RO

T -

Divistion of Individual and Fanuby Studies Area Code 814

S 110 Headerson Human Development Buling ' B63-0092

I want to thank you agailn tor agreeing to take part in our study of
social interaceion.  We have enclosed the consent torms for both the \
parents ot the children we selected as targét children and the head
teacher(s) {n cach ¢ lassroom. ‘

The easiest way to get the forms to the parents would be to ask
them to sign the torms when they bring thefr child to the c¢lassroom. OF
you may send the torms home with-the target children. When the parents
have signed and returned these torms, please 111 out and drop the
encloged postcecard {n the mail. v

The second set of torms Include the Teacher Questionmaire and the
Child Information Forms. These should beth be completed by the teacher.
Knowing how busy a teacher's ‘day can be, we thought it would be helpful
to send these torms ahead of the day of our visit. Please answer a1l the
qugdt.ions on the Teacher Questionnaire and each Child Information Fofm.
The children you are rating are our target children; thelr code number$

are:
; .
. . . b :
We will be visiting your classroom on . When' 7
the observer arrives, she will need teacher's assigtance in identifying
< * the target children present and also the other handicapped members of -

the class. We requested that the nontarget children not. be identified
by name. After this is done, the observer will be able to-make her
observations and you will be free to proceed as if she were not there.

Before the observer leaves, she will be happy to answer any
quest ions you may have and talk to you about the study. She will also
plck up the consent forms and questionnaires. 4
f

We hope we have designed our visit and procedures to make them as
easy on you as possible. We sincerely appreclate your Interest and A
cooperation that makes our study possible. S




< THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 75
) COPLEGE O HUMAN DEVELOPMENI .
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYE \'.’\T“f\ [TeY. 3N )

ivisiod of Indivdual and Family Studies Atrca Code K14

S N0 Hendenson Human Development Building - 861-0092

13

l.qut to thank you again for agreeing to take part In our study of
soclal i{nteracttion. We have enclosed the consent forms tor both the
parents of the vhlld/ren we selected as target children and the head

teacher(s) in.each c¢lagsroom. -

The easlest way to get the torms to the parents wog:ld be to ask
them to sign the forms when they "bring thelr child to the classroom. Or
you may send the forms home with the target children. When the parents
wve signed and returned these torms, please till out and drop the’

~

enc losed postcard tn the mall.

The second set of forms I{nelude the Teacher Questionnalre and the
(Thll’ Information Forms. These should both, be completed by the teacher.
Knowlng how busy a teacher 's day can be, we thought {t would pe helpful
to send’ these torms ahead of the day of, our visit. Pleasd answer all the
questios on the Teacher Questionnaire and each Child Information Form.

' The children yousare rating are our target children; thelr cod¢ numbers
are: ' ' v
\\
We will be visiting your classroom o . When

the' observer arrives, ghe will need teacher's assistance in _i'dﬁe_n*tﬂifying
the target children present and also the other handicapped members of the =
clags. We request that the nontarget children not be identified by name.
/ After this 1s done, the observer will be able to make her observations
and youn will be free to proceed as if she were not there.

@efore the observer leaves, she will be happy to answer any
quest {ong you may have and talk to you about the study. She will also

pick up the consent forms and questtonnaireé. : '
. . .

We hope we have designed our visit énd'procedures to make them as
easy on you as pogsible. We sincerely appreciate your interest and
COjSiFAtion that makes our study possible.

When we complete this phase of our pfoject at the end of June, Se
would like to share the wresults and our insights with you. We will be
mailing thc‘ase findings to you at the current address-of your classroom.

Thank you for your assistance,
. - ) (
3

. * Carol Wegdey Brown

Enclosures
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM

The Pennsylvania State University

Title of Study: A naturalistic study of the conditions and character-
' istics promoting socfial {nteraction in early childhood

- classes.
Investigators: Dr. Donald L. Peters, Associate Professor of Human
Development .

Carol Wegley Brown, M.S., Graduate Student

Date: ‘ October 10, 1978

I, « , hereby agree to participate in this
study that is an authorlzed pnrt of the educational and research pLogram
of The Pennsylvania State University, under the supervision of Dr. Donald

L. Peters /

2

lhe investigation and my puxt in the study have been fully

“explained to me by and 1 understand her descriptions.
The procedures of this study are described on the back of this form, pond
have been discussed in detail with me. 1T have been given an opportunity

. to ask whatever questions I may have and all my questlons have been

‘ answered to my satisfaction.

H

[ understand that I am free ta refuse to answer any specific items
or questions in interview or on questionnaires. 1 also understand that
all tnformation will remain confidential with regard to my identity and
the ldentify of my classroom.

. I FURTHER UNBERSTAND THAT I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW MY CONSENT AND
TERMINATE MY PARTICIPATION AT ANY TIME.

~

Date ’ Teacher's Signature °

) I, the undersigned, have defined and fully explained the investi-
. gation to the above  -participant.

Date . - Investigator's Signaturée

\J
i

I was present when the above was explained to the teacher 1n detail
and to my best knowledge it wag understood.

» N ]

Date . N Witness

La, '
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EXPLANATION OF THE STUDY

€

This rescarch is a naturalistic study of the social interaction and
play behaviors in early childhood programs serving young children. The
two purposes ot this study are to describe the patterns of social inter-
action and soclal play in the early childhood program classes and to
fdentity the conditions and factors which promote social interacttion.

The intormation about the progrnmé‘und children will be gathered
My three ways: (1) observation of the children's behaviors dufing play,
() teacher's reports and records, and.(3) teacher's fnterview and
quegt fommaires. Since we are interested in studying classrooms, the
contidentfality of the children, teachers, and classes will be main-
talned by assigning them an arbitrary code number. The i{dentity code
list ot the individual children and teachers will be destroyed at the’
end of the study.

a

The thirty-minlite observatjon of children's social and play
behavior will take place in their classroom during regularly scheduled
play activities. During this obscr tion, our staff will not i{nterfere
with the normal c¢lass routine. °

The teacher interview and questionnaire takes about thjiity minutes.
During these interviews and questionnaires the teacher will be asked
about the behavior and development of the children in her class and her
experience and teelings about early childhood education.

- The results of this study will help us identify the conditions and

/gparacterisggcs of early childhood classes which seem to promote positive
social interaction. "This information can be applied to the development
of future educational programs for young children.

1»4
o

Teacher's Signature . Date Investigator's Signature

/

A\




e PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY
COtLEGE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENI
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSY! VANIA 16802

Drvision of Indevidual and Fanuly Studies Area Code 814
S U0 Hendenson Hunnl;\ Development Buatlding ’ 86 3-0092
»
~
-
. - .
Dear

Asg part of a study of the social development and soclial
behaviors ot young children, our project statf will be visiting
vour child's classroom. During this visit our staff{ member
will be observing .the children while they play and will be
talking to the teacher.

For our study we will Le gathering information about Wthe
children and the conditions i{n the classrooms. We will be
visiting many different programs, so we will not be able to
observe all the children in each class. We randomly select
only two children from each class. Your child's name has been
drawn for hisg(her) class, so we would like your permission to
{ncldde him(her) {n our study. The attached form is provided

{ for your written permission. After*you have read it, please
sign both the front and back of the consent form and return

it to ¢

~

All the information about your child will be coded with
an arbitrary Tumber. We do this to make sure all information
will be confidential.

1f you should have any questions, or want to know more
informat ion about our study, please feel free to contact our
staff through your child's teacher.

Thank you,’
- .
- Carol Weéiey Brown
!
Attdachment
. : ® ¢
o Endorsed by Dr. Donald L. Peters
Yer
' -
J
T
( I ((i / 1 \




INFORMED CONSENT FORM

THe Penusylvania State University

[

Title of Stady: A naturalistic study ot the conditions and character-
istfcs promoting social interaction in early childhood
tlasses.

Invest igators: Dr. Donald l.. Peters, Ausoslatc Professor of Human
Revelopment ' ¢

Carol Wegley Brown, H.s., Graduate Student in Human
Deve lopment

Date: October 10, 1978
. ) .

I, .:__“. o , hereby give my permission to have my
child take part in. a sfhdy—;Elch i8 an authorized part of the educational
.and research program of The Pennsylvania State University under the
supervision of br. Donald 1l.. Peters.

The study and my child's part in the study has been described and
y : I

fully explained to me by . and 1 understand .the
explanation. The procedﬁfééﬁg?hzﬂig'btdﬂy are described on the back of
this form and explained the study to me. 1 hdve had an opportunity to
ask whatever questions I may have had and all my questions have been

answered.

I understand that 1 am free to withhold any answers to specific
items or questions in the teacher's tntef {ew or report. I also undeg-
stand that all information or answers to questions about my child and

his/her identity will remain conf,jdential.

. I FURTHER UNDERSTAND THAT 1 AM FREE TO WITHDRAW MY CONSENT AND END
MY C“ILD'S PARTICIPATION AT ANY TIME.

\

DATE . CHILD'S NAME .oox

I hereby consent to the participation of
a minor, as a participant in the study described.

ey

-

DATE : SIGNATURE OF PARENT OR" GUARDIAN

F, the undersigned, have defined and fully explained the
investigation to the above subject. . ,

DATE . ' TEACHER'S SIGNATURE . .) ;-

INVESTIGATOR'S SIGNATURRE

Iy " IR 3

*
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EXPLANATION QF THE STUDY

This research is a study of the social interaction and play
behavjors {n early childhood education programs. The twd purposes of
this sgpdy are to describe the patterns of social Interaction and social
play (n the early education classes and to identify the conditions u“ﬂ
tactors which promote social interaction.

The {pformation about the program and children will be gathered in
three ways: (1) observations of the children's behaviors during play, o
(2) teacher's reports and records, and (3) teacher's interview and
questionnalres. Since we are Interested in studying classrooms, the
conf identiality of the children, teachers and classes will be main-
tafned by assigning thend an arbitrary code number. The identity code
list of the individual children and teachers will be destroyed at the

. end of the study.

.

The thirty-minute observation of children's social and play
behavior will take place in their classroom during regularly scheduled
* play activities. During this observation, our staff will not interfere
with the normal c¢lass routine./

The teacher {nterview and questionnaire takes about thirty minutes.
During these {nterviews and questionnaires the teacher will be asked
about the behavior and development of the cHildren in her class and her
experience and feelings about early childhood_educatlon.

sihe results of this study will help us identify the conditions- and
characteristics of early childhood programs which seem to promote
positive social interaction. This information can be applied to the
development of future educational programs for young children.

7

- ' .
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Distribution of Children on Child Characteristics

S S
? Number of ' Number of
Characteristic Handicapped ? Nonhandicapped
Children Children
Age:  36-40 mos. 3 4
41745 mos. 5 X = 53.19 mos. 3, X = 53.59 mos.
46-50 mos. 7 l{
51-55 mos. llq 6
56-60 mos. 22 19
61-695 mos. 8 a 15
\ 58 |
e e e T e e e e
Preschool experience: . .
y es 19 16
no 39 | 42
58 58
Birth order: '
only child BNV, - 13
first 13 ( y 15
second 14 14
third 7 11
fourth 2 2
fifth 2 3
sixth 2 | -
eleventh 1 - /
) s\ 58 ‘
- ;
v N
¢
L]
S .
) Ny
2
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APPENDIX C:
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EXAMPLE OF CHILD BEHAVIOR CODE SHEET
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CHILD BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SHEET
Obgserver - Class 1p# ,_j- Target child A
Date Time | larget child B
Number of handicapped children L Number of Adults A

Total number of children

vy ax . I Ty - 'T_" N A 7(""!"" e T 171 ¥ 1 F—"— T T

SOCIAL ORIENTATION:A.Unoccupled:B. Intent on
individual activity;C.Strongly intent;
D.Social Play(D,.Parallel,D,. ASBOglatlve
Dy.Cooperative);E. Onlookef F.Engaged w/
Adult;G.Aggression;H.Disruptive;
I.Trans{tion

SOCIAL INTERACTION:Score -only {f D,E,F orC "
Target child W/Adult '

Initiator:A.Target ;B. re“(hQIl_”ﬁ211EL9Ui,'

Affect:+.Posltive;~.Negative;/. Neutral

Target child/Other child
Initiator:A. Target, B Other;C.On- going

TARGET CHILD |
Type:A.Active;B.Recipient;C.Passive ’ '

Affect:+.Positive;-. Negativel/ Neutral . !

OTHER CHILD A. HandlL.QPPEd,B-Other

Type:A.Active;B.Reciplent;C.Passive :
D.Other - 4

Affect:+.Positive;-.Negative;/.Neutral |

NUMBER OF CHILDREN AT PLAY UNIT W/T.C. -

ADULTS PRESENT IN PLAY AREA

PLAY AREA (Code Number)

PLAY UNIT (Code Number)
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. Date = ‘ Class ID#f

Teacher Questionnaire
-

- s .
1.  How many children currently are enrolled in your class?

’
2. Have any of these children been identified as being handicapped?
(Please list the type of disabilities and the number of children who
have that disability.)

’ L}
Type of handicapping conditions Number of children

/

3. How many teachers and/or aides do you have in your classroom?
4. How many years have you taught in a class with at least one handi-
capped child? , :

-~

5. Have you attended any speclal classes or in-service training on:
teaching in classes with both handicapped and nonhandicapped
children?

Please list

1.

The following statements. represent some beliefs and attitudes
“ _towards teaching_ in classes with handicapped and nonhandicapped children.
- None of these statements are right or wrong, but show the great number of
different feelings and attitudes held by teachers. Please indicate your
L) agreement or disagreement with the statements by circling the number
which best reprgsents your feelings or beliefs.

1. 1 feel eqﬁally successful as™a teacher with the handicapped and
nonhandicapped children in my class.

1 2 3 4 5

‘ Strongly Dighgreeu Uncertain Agree Strongly
. Disagree ‘ : . Agfee '
" Kr‘\
P
<
”
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2. 1 have no more difficulty {n planning activities and lessons for
.-the handicapped children than 1 do for the nonhandicapped children "
in my class. '
1 2 3 4 5 ]
Strongly Disagreée . Uncertain Agree -Strongly
Disagree Agree
3. 1 have more difficulty in the management of the behavior problems
ot the handicapped children than the nonhandicapped children in my
clasgs. '
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Disagree » - Agree
4. 1 feel | have enough training and/or experience to teach handi-
capped children.
1 2 3 ™ g 5
Strongly Dlgagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Disagree ' N Agree
5. I feel more confident when parents of nonhandicapped children ask

me questions than when parents of handicapped children as about
their children.

-

1 2 3 b 5 .
Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

6. A class {in which all tke childreh are at the same levels of
dévelopment and abilities would be easier to teach.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly - Disagree Uncertain " Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

7. A young child would have probléms accepting a handicapped child as
a playmate. .

1 2 .3 K 5
Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Disagree - Agree

8. Nonhanditapped children frequéntly will i{mitate the inappropriate
behaviors of handicapped children to get the teacher's attention.

1 : 2;J : 3 A 5
Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
) " Disagree : Agree

/
<0o




9.

-10.

. 4 . 184
P .
Handicapped children will learn more effictently 1t they atteund

special clagses yith other handicapped children.

1 2 \ 3 4 5

Strongly ‘Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Digsagree : : Agree

It would be unrealistic to have the same goals for handicapped and
nonhandicapped children,

1 2 k) 4 5
Strongly Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

C 20,
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X '
Y ]
Examples of Play Unit Classification T
Simple Units Complex Units ‘ Multiplex Units " Super Untts
String and beads & Teeter'fottcrs Blocks or cars with Group prujevtd (e.g.n
Stacking rings Balance beams blocks cooking .expertences)
Puzzles Recorder plays gt Sand table with ' ' Housekeeping ,
) Books (without teacher) BulL and t shovels equlpmentf/
Peg boards Connected btelephones Water table with _ Playdough, dutters, &
Individual workbooks . Puppets containers ' rolling pins _ o
Typewriters Beanbag toss Workbench with hammers Dress-up play materials
Graduate cylinders Lotto games Clrcus wagons with Water play table with
Montessori materials . Playdough animals dishes and boats
Truck or car ) Blocks Paper, paints, and .
Poll house with scissors
furniture . Playdough with cookie
Lego set cutters
Flannel boards : -
? \
/
i .
~N.

<

(81

(I

R, . «

o
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Class DY _ S Da¥e «

[ Rt s 2 S

ChUdlMﬂﬁ@Qm\hum

Child's ID# . o Age

Sex _ " _ _ Class Attendance

[V G

Handicapping Condition

Previous Preschoel Experience No. ot Brothers & Sisters

Birth Order

. s -~ SR A T e 1 Ate b Ak ot S MRS B Bt

hmedet A A r B e o ome b W e e e s s aatie 61 e G R S, i B IRLAY M e

We would like to get more information about '8

cupnbllltld{ and behaviors while in your class. Please circle ?E;—phfgse
that in your estimation, best descyribes his/her behavior compared to the

other children in your class. v 3

Social Behavior

1. Playing with other children:
a. He watches but does not play.
b. He usually plays by himself.
¢. He plays with one or two other children.
d. He usually plays with larger groups of children.

2. Initlating involvement--when other children are Involved in an
activity:
a. He does not pay any attention to them. ' 4
b. He observes but does not get involved. {

¢. . He sometimes will initiate getting involved in the activity.
d. He frequently initlates getting involved in the activity.
e. He nearly always initiates getting involved in the activity.

3. Disrupting others--when playing in a group he disrupts others:
t. Nearly always. ‘

A

~

b Frequently.
N
c¢. Occaslonally. )
d Hardly ever. . :
4. wWhen he plays in a group of with anhother child: -
a. He is never the leader ¢. He is usually the leader.
b. He 1is occasionally .the d. He is almost always the
leader. : : leader.

5. Peer acceptance:
a. The other children rarely choose him as a playmate unless the
teacher intervenes. :
b. The other children sometimes will choose him as a playmate
withéut teacher intervention.
c. The other children frequently choose him as a playmate.

d. The other children usually will seek him out as a playmate.
‘ j

-

)
210
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CHILD INFORMATION FORM B

CLASS 1n# T ¢utrLp w0

~ CHILD'S BIRTHDATE

4

CTo y}ur knowledge, has this child received any psycholugica[,

intellectudl, or general developmental asgessments or testing within the

past year?

[}

YES NO UNCERTAIN

[t YES, please ligt the tests or assessment instruments used, the

position(s) of those who tested the child, and the score the child
received.

TEST/ASSESSMENT TESTER SCORE
(teacher, psychologist, etc.)

The following questions are to give us a more complewe picture of
this child's capabilities and behavior, Please select the best answer
for each question based upon your observations and experiences with this
child. EACH CHILD IS NOT EXPECTED TO BE ABLE TO DO EVERYTHING THE

QUESTIONS ASK.

YES - CHILD CAN DO NOW OR HAS DONE IN THE PAST

NO - CHILD CANNOT DO NOW, HAS NOT DONE IN THE PAST, or
#YOUR ARE NOT SURE THAT THE CHILD CAN DO IT -

R - CHILD REFUSES TO TRY
NO-OPP - CHILD HAS NOT HAD A CHANCE TO TRY

o

Questions adapted from Denver Prescreening Development Queéfionnaire,
Wm. K. Frankenburg, M.D., University of Colorado Medical Center,

“1975. .

24 Month Check
NO—OéP

1. Does this child copy what you are going? YES NO R

»

-

oo
pr—y

A
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10.

Does this child »ut one block on top
of another without the blocks falling?
This appltied to small blocks (about 1
inch in size) and not blocks more

than 2 iaches {n size.

Can this child say at least three speciflic

words, other than "da-da" or "ma-ma,' which

mean the same thing cach time he/she
uses them? )

Can this child take tlve or more steps
backwards without losing his/her
balance?  You may have seen him/her do
this white pulling a toy.

Can this child take off her/his pants
or tops? Diapers, hats and socks do
no l’\(‘mmt . !

Can this child walk up steps without
assistaneg? Clrcle YES if he/she walks
in an upright position holding on to the
wall or railing for support. Circle NO
{f she/he has to crawl up the stairs, if
you do not let him ¢limb stairs or.if he/
she has to hold on to a person or the
next step.

Without your coaching, pointing or
helping, can this child polnt to at
least one of his/her body (hair, eyes,
nose, mouth or any other part) when
asked? Answer YES if he/she knows this
well enough that the child will point
when agked by a strang?r.

Does this child feed himself/herself with
a spoon or fork without spilling much?

Does this child help pick up toys or help
carry the dishes'when asked? Circle YES

only if she/he completes either of these

tasks.

Without holding onto anything, can this
child kick a small ball (like a tennis
ball) in a forward direction? Pushing
doesn't count. Circle YES only if you
have seen the child do this with a
small ball.

a.l i

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

191

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO--OPP

NO-QOPP

NO-OPP

NO-QPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP
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_3 Year (I_hc_v*k‘

I1. When given a crayon or pencil and Q plece
ot paper, will this child scribble on the
paper?  Clrele NO 1t the child bangs or
mouths the penctl or.crayon. Clircle YES
it he scribbles without help or coaching. YES NO R NO-OPP

12. Can this child put tour blocks on top of
one another without the blocks falling?
This appltes to small blocks (about 1
inch in sfze) and not blocks more than
2 inches in stze. YES NO R NO-OPP
U
13, Can this child put two words together
when he speaks, such as "want milk"
and "play batl"? ("Thank you'" and "bye-
bye' do not count .) YES NO R NO-OPP

Lo, Can this child name two ot the tollowing
pictures without your help or coaching?
S (Animal sounds d\un't count .)
CAT
BIRD
HORSE

NoG
MAN YES NO R NO--OPP

15, Can thisg c¢hild throw a ball ovverhand

+ e -

(not gide arm or underhand) for a
distance of five feet? ' YES NO R  NO-OPP

le. Can this child follow all three of these
verbal directions without your pointing
or coaching?

"Put the paper on the floor."
J'Put the paper on the chair."” ‘
MGive the paper to me." YES " NO R NO-OPP

17. When shown an example like this and
asked '""Draw a line like this,"” can _
the child draw a straight line,
beside the model? Child should not
trace the line.

LOOK AT THESE EXAMPLES TO SCORE
ANSWER YES ‘ ANSWER NO

/117 V.~

YES NO R NO-OPP




18.

19.

Can this child Jump with both feet off
the ground?

Can this child put on his/her own shoes?
The child need not ti¢ them.

Can this child pedal a tricycle at least
ten feet? If this child has never had a
chance to ride a-tricycle his/her own
size, ¢ tre le NO-OPP, %

4 Year Check (Include ltem 20.)

1.

22.

23.

24

25.

26.

27.

Atter or betore eating, does this child
wash his/her hands well enough so- you
don't have to do them over? Circle
NO~-OPP if you do not allow him/her to do
this alone.

Does this child put an "S" at the end of
higs/her words when he'she ts talking about
more than one thing such as blocks, shoes,
or toys? N B

Without letting the child hold onto any-
thing, can this child belance on one
“foot for more than 2 seconds?

wiéﬁhut“féttiﬁg the child take a running
* Jump, can thisichild broad jump a
distance of ‘12 inches or more?

Can this child copy a picture of a
circle when asked '"Draw a picture like
‘this."?

0o (O OB

ANSWER THESE YES ANSWER THESE NO

Can this child put eight blocks on top
of one another without the blocks
falling? This applies to small blocks
(about 1 inch in size) and not blocks
more than 2 tnches in size.

Does this child play hide-and-seek,
cops-and-robbers or other games where
he/she takes turns follow rules?

\
\

21

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

" YES

. NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NG

" NO

NO

NO

1973

NO-OPP

s

S
N0~JPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP



28. Can this child put Jeans, shirt, dress
or socks on without help (except
snapping, buttoning and belts? ‘ YES
Y
29. Without your coaching or saying his/her
name, does this child say both first
and last name? Nicknames may be used
in place of first name. Circle NO if
child gives first name only or is not
easily understood. . YES

3> Year Check ~ ANSWER QUESTIONS 30 through 37
30. Can this child button some of his/her

clothing or doll's clothes?  Snaps don't
count. Mark NO-OPP {f she/he does not

have shirts or blouses with buttons. " YES
31.  Can this child balance on one foot for

more than 6 seconds without holding on

to anything? YES

32.  Can this child copy a picture of the +
when he/she is shown a picture 1ike
thisg? '

Answer YES - X '}

Answer NO‘J_ T } YES
[

!

33. Can this child follow these four verbal
directions?

"Put this paper on the floor."

"Put the paper under the chair."
"Put this paper in front of you."

"Put this paper behind you." : YES

34. Does this child react calmly and easily
(without crying, whimpering or hanging
on) when mother or father leave him/her
at school? : YES

6 Year Check

-,
35. Can this child correctly point when you i
name these four colors: red, blue,
, Breen, and yellow. . Y%S
36. Can this -child hop one foot two or more
times without holding onto anything? :
Skippdng doesn't count. ' YES

»

2L,

1

Continue through question 37 for 5 yeaf old children.

NO

NO

NO

NO

i
B

NO

NO

" NO

'NO
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=

NO-OPP

NO-0OPP

]

NO-OPP

NO--OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

avi

1}



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

help?

When the child draws a plcture of a man
without help, how many parts of the body
does he/she include? When scoring, count
any pair (eyes, ears, etc.) as one part.

a) Were at least three parts drawn?
b) Were at least six parts drawn?

\Most smayl children play with large

balls &¥Can this child catch a small ball,
such as a tednis ball, using pnly his/her
hands? \ i '
Without holding onto anything, can this
child balance on one foot for 11 seconds

o¥ hore?

When shown an example, can this child
draw a plcture@f a square?

o Db

YES

Answer YES only to a square which has
four square corners and straight lines.
Answer NO to any figure with rounded or
opened corners.

=5

YES

YES
YES

YES

NO

NO
NO

NO

195

NO-OPP

NQ-QPP
NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP

NO-OPP
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Table 35

Est imates of Adjusted R2 Values

— e e e L e e e e MG Y VORGSR

- 2 e N >
Sets of Predictors Computed R Libclglly ad justed Lonservagively ?djustLd
value ‘R valued : R valueb

Handicapped children's levels 99 18 07
of active social interaction T ) )

Nonhandicapped childreon's levels

of active gocial iInteraction -3l '2J‘ . 18
, . 1 .
Handicapped children's average 31 Y 15
levels of social play
Nonhandicapped children's average ‘ ° :
levels of social play .19 .16 .003

5\

.

8Adjustments made for only the number of/ independent variables that entered into regression equations.

bAdjustments made for total numbey of 1ndepéndent variables. f »

(6T
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